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Kerala Gazette No. 2 dated 11th January 1983. 
PARTI 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1225 /32 /LBR . Dated, Trivandrum , 8th November 1982 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the dispute 
between the President, Venjaramoodu Co-operative Rubber Marketing 
Society Limited No. T. 299, P.O. Venjaramoodu and the workman of the 
above concern namely Sri N. Ramachandra Kurup , Sri Bhavan , P.O. 
Venjaramoodu received by Government on 30-10-1982 is hereby published 
under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act 
XIV of 1947 ) . 

By order of the Governor, 

K. SIVADASAN , 

Deputy Secretary to Government . 
In the Labour Court, Quilon 

Present: 
SHRI T. V. KUNHAHAMED , B. A., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 
Monday , the 4th day of October, 1982 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 105/78 (Refiled ) 

Between 
The President, Venjaramoodu Co-operative Rubber 
Marketing Society Ltd. No. T. 299 , 
P.O. Venjaramoodu 

And 
The Workman of the above concern namely 
Sri N. Ramachandra Kurup, Sri Bhavan , 

P.O. Venjaramoodu 
Representations: 
Sri N. Krishnan Kutty , 

For the Management 
Advocate, Trivandrum 
Sri S. A.Nagappan , 

For the Workman . 
Advocate, Trivandrum 
GA 197 /S 
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AWARD 


The dismissal of Sri N. Ramachandra Kurup , Sri Bhavan , P. O. 
Venjaramoodu is the issue referred for adjudication ly the Government of 
Kcra a as per G.O. (Rt) No. 1281/78 /L & H dated 10-8-1978 . 

2. The award passed by this court on 18th October, 1979 reinstating 
the workman was set aside by the High Court as per the judgment in O.P. 
661 of 1980 - K with a direction to consider and dispose of ihe dispute on 
merits. 

3. The parties appeared W. W. 1 and M.W. 1 were examined , Exts. 
M3 to M17 were marked . 

4 Sri Ramachandra Kurup hereinafter referred to as the Workman 
was dismissed by the Venjaramoodu Co-operative Rubber Marketing Society 
Lid . No. T. 299 hercinafter rferred to as the Management on the ground 
that he had suppressed an order from the State Trading Corporation for 
delivery of 10 tons of rubber. At that time th : managment-society was in 
its infant stage and the employees cinsisted of the Secretary , depot clerk 
and the peon . Whenever the Secretary was on leave the depot clerk who 
was none other than the workman used to hold charge of the Secretary . 
The Secretary was on leave on the afternoon of 30-3-1971 , 31-3-1971 and 
1-4-1971 . The letter from the State Trading Corporation was received by 
the workman on 31st of March 1971 and due to his indifference and 
negligence it remained una:tended . The State Trading Corporation had 
called upon the management to deliver 10 tonsof rubber at Kottayam at or 
before 11.30 a . m . un 3-4-1971. The Secretary returned from leave on 
2nd April and accidentally discovered the order on 3rd April 1971. There 
fure the order could not be executed . There is considerable difference 
between the price offered by the State Trading Corporation and the local 
market rate . By the negligence of the workman , a loss of Rs. 7,000 to 8,000 
was caused to th : Society. Th..efore on 5th April, 1971 a show cause 
notice was issued t , the workmin who cub.mitte 1 his explanation admitting 
his guilt. The next cay , he was served with another rotice calling upon 
nim to appear before the Board of Directors for a personal hearing. The 
workman appeared for the Board and gave an explanation admitting 
his guilt. The Board resolved to terminate his services. This in short is 
the case of the management. 

5 . Unfortunately the workman has not put forward a consistant case 
regarding the charge levelled against him . In th : explanation given by him 
immediately after the occurrence h had admitted his guilt. The next day 
when he was given a pe son ulhearing by the Board of Directo s he repeated 
what is stated in his e planation . The workman started changing his version 
only af er r.ceipt of the order of dismissal. In th : claim statement filed by 
him about 7 years after the aismissal he has put forward a 

case that the 
management had granted him five advance increments in 1967 and two 
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advance increments in 1969, that this was not liked by the Secretary who 
was waiting for an opportunity to sack him , that on 30-3-1971 the Secretary 
had received the letter from the State Trading Corporation , but he did not 
execute the order and maliciously placed a casual leave application hidden 
in the file without th : knowledge of the workman , that as a matter of fact 
the Secretary attended office on those days and attended work either in the 
afternoon or forenoon and that the workman was not aware of the existance 
of the letter until 5-4-1971 when he received a notice to show cause . His 
further case is that he gave an explanation admitting his guilt under threat 
and influence of the President. The workman came to the witn - ss box 
about 4 years after the filing of the claim sta . m «nt. A perusal of the 
deposition would show that his case has undergone substantial changes. I 
shall advert to tho.e aspects while discussing the evidence. 

6. The initial question to be considered is whether the workman had 
admitted his guilt . The explanation submitted by him as well as in the 
statementmade by him before the Board of Directors the worker an had 
admitted his guilt. The case put forward in the claim statement is that the 
ad uission was made under threat and influence the President. At the 
evidence stage , the workman stated that the Secretary told him that the 
President is an angry type (C3611 Jango noom ) , that he would take action 
and therefore it is advisable to apologize and that he wrote his explanation 
fom the Society and handed over the same to the Pr.sident. The witness 
further stated that he was given a personal hearing , that he appeared before 
the committee and stated that he was nothing to say ( എനിക്ക് പ്രത്യേക 
20womjo JoMomº cod jo rog). Thus the case of "threat and 
influence of the President pleaded in the claim statement is given the 
go bye. The workman says that he had acted on the advice of the Sucretary . 
This would go against his own case , that the Secretary was waiting for an 
opportunity and had hidden the application for casual leave. It is obvious 
from the above circums ances, that the case of the workman that he 
admitted his guilt under threat and influence of the President is not true 
and that he had infact voluntarily admitted his guilt . Therefore there is no 
necessity to go into the question whuther there is evidence to warrant the 
conclusion that actually the workman had suppressed the order from the 
State Trading Corporation . 

7. The management has attempted to show that during the relevant 
days the Secretary was on ltave , that the workman was holding charge of 
the Secretary , that h : had recuived the order for 10 tons of rubber from the 
State Trading Corporation , that due to his indifference and negligence the 
workman failed to execute the order and as a result of that neg ignce 
a loss of about Rs. 7000 has been caused to the Socity . On the other hand, 
the workman has attempted to show that the Secretary was not on casual 
leave, that the Sucretary and the President had attinded office on the 
relevant dates, that he had not seen the letter from the State Trading 
Corporation , that he was very busy on those days, that he had forgotten 
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about the letter and that there was no stock of rubber and even if he had 
wanted he could not have complied with the order of the State Trading 
Corporation . 

8. The president of the Society who was examined as M.W. 1 stated 
that whenever the Secretary is on leave the depot clerk officiates as Secretary . 
The management has relicd on Ext. M4 an application for leave for 11th 
February 1971 sent by the Secretary . The workman has signed in that 
application . This document corroborates ihe evidence given by M. W. 1, 
that whenever the Secretary is on leave the depot clerk is put in charge.. 
The workman admitted in cross - examination , that he used to be put in charge 
when the Secretary entered on leave. Thus the practice prevailing in the 
management society was to put the workman in charge when the Sucretary 
enterid on leave. The signature of the workman on the application for 
leave can be taken as proof of his having taken charge . 

9. The case of the workman is that the Secretary was not on leave 
on the relevant dates i. e. 30th and 31st of March and Ist of April, 1971 . 
The management has relied on the attendance register to show that the 
Secretary was on leave . The workman has admitted that the attendance 
register showsthat the Secretary was cn leave on all the three days and that 
he himself had signed on those days . The witness has put forward a further 
case , that the Secretary had placed a leave letter in the file board and had asked 
him to show the same to the President. If as a matter of fact, the Secretary 
was not on leave the workman should have atleast questioned him about it , 
when the Secretary attended office in the afternoon . On the other hand 
the workman stated in cross-examination , that he has not stated anywhere 
that the Secretary had attended office on 31st of March and that he ( the 
Secretary) had looked into the papers kept in the file board. The witness 
admitted that he has not even stated in the claim statement filed before 
this court, that the Secretary had attended office on 31st of March . Thus 
the case of the workman that the Secretary was not on leave does not stand 
scrutiny. 

10. The workman was not in a position to say whether the order from 
the State Trading Corporation has been received. He stated in cross 
examination thathe does not remember whether he had seen the order 
given by the State Trading Corporation . It has been stated in Ext. M9 
the explanation given by the workman in reply to Ext. M8 the second memo 
issued to him , that when he read the order he felt that the rubber is to be 
deliver on 10th April and that he could not read it again . The attention 
of the workman was drawn to the above statement and he had no expla . 
nation to offer. It was probably because of the above admission , that he 
had attempted to put forward a case that he was very busy on the days in 
: question . Whatever it be the workman had seen the order. He had not 
taken steps for supplying the rubber. 

11. Lastly a case has been put forward that there was only a stock ol 
24 tons and therofore it was not possible to comply with the order.. 


The workman did not put forward such a case in his explanation as well as 
in the claim statement filed before this court. It was argued on behalf of the 
management, that even if the case of the workman regarding the non 
availability of stock is true the society could have collected sufficient stock 
from th :members if prompt action was taken by the workman . MW.1 
has stated that the society had sustained a loss of Rs. 6,000 to Rs. 8,000 due 
to the indifference of the workman . This has not been challenged in cross 
examination . Themanagement has also produced documents to show the 
difference in price . 

12. In view of the above circumstances, one cannot but conclude, 
that a loss ofmore than Rs. 6,000 has been caused to the management due 
to negligence of the workman . 

13. The next aspect to be considered is regarding the propriety of the 
punishment. It was argued on behalf of the management, that in 1971 the 
society was in its infant stage and the loss of Rs. 6,000 was a hug- for such 
an institution and therefore the person who was responsible for thc loss should 
not be retained in service. It was also argued that the workman is now 
working as P. W. D. Contractor and there is no necessity to reinstate him . 
The society has adduced evidence to show that the workman is a C class 
contractor. The workman has admitted in cross- examination , that he is 
having contract work on a small scale . It was argued on behalf of the 
workman , that after dismissal he had no means of livelihood and therefore 
he took up the small scale contractor s job only as a means to support his 
family. That the workman is doing contract work cannot be taken as a 
ground for not reinstating him in service. The workman was only acting 
as a Secretary and in addition to the Secretary s functions he had to do his 
own work . It is possible that due to over sight he failed to bring the order 
of the State Trading Corporation to the notice of the President. In the 
circumstances, I feel that the punishment of dismissal need not be imposed 
for the misconduct committed by the workman . Hewas dismissed in 1971 
and he has been remaining outside for the last more than 11 years. It is 
enough if a direction is given that he shall not be entitled to back wages. 

14. In the result, I pass an award , directing the management to 
reinstate Sri N. Ramachandra Kurup, but without back wages from the 
date of dismissal till the date of coming into operation of this award . 

This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from the 
date of its puvlication in the Government Gazette . 


Quilon 

GA 1978 


T.V. KUNHARAMED , 

Presiding Officer. 
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Appendix 
Witness examined on the side of the Workman : 

W.W. 1 --R . Narayana Kurup 
Witness examined on the side of the Management: 

M.W.1 -M . Abdul Razack 
Exhibits marked on the side of the Maragement: 

Ext. MI Series - Domestic enquiry records 
Ext . M2 -Dismissal order dated 6-4-1971 
Ext. M3 

-Attendance register 
Ext . M4 -Leave application of the Secretary dated 11-2-1971 
Ext. M5 -Order received from the State Trading Corporation 

dated 11-2-1971 
Ext . M6 -Copy of show cause notice dated 5-4-1971 
Ext. M7 -Reply to the show cause notice dated 5-4-1971 
Ext . M8 -Memo given to Sri Ramachandra Kurup dated 

6-4-1971 
Ext . M9 -Reply to the Memo dated 6-4-1971 
Ext . M10 -Letter from the Bureau of Economics & Statistics 

dated 19-3-1979 
Ext. M11 -Letter from the Rubber Board dated 16-2-1979 
Ext . M12 -Letter from the State Trading Corporation dated 

23-3-1971 
Ext . M13 -Show cause notice dated 4-4-1971 issued to the 

Secretary 
Ext . M14 -Conciliation conference notice of the District Labour 

Officer, Trivandrum dated 18-7-1974 
Ext . M15 -Letter from the Executive Engineer , Minor Irrigation , 

Trivandrum 
Ext . M16 --- True copy of the petition dated 16-7-1974 of 

Sri N. Ramachandra Kurup . 


Kerala Gazette No. 2 dated 11th January 1983. 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. ( Rt.) No. 1235 /82/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 10th November 1982. 

The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the dispute 
between the Managing Director , Alleppey District Consumers Wholesale 
Co- perative Stores Limited . N.A. 103, Alleppey and Sri K. P. Sadasivan 
Pillai, Vazhakkupurayidom , Beach Road , A leppey and Shri K C. Baby , 
Tnannuparambil, Thanden kulangara Ward, Alleppey received by 
Government on 29-10-1982 , is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 


By order of the Governor, 

K. SIVADASAN , 

Deputy Secretary to Government. 
In the Labour Court, Quilon 
Monday, the 11th day of October, 1982 

Present : 
SHRI T. V. KUNHAHAMED , B. A., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 14/79 

Between 
The Managing Director , Alleppey District Consumers Wholesale 

Go -operative Stores Ltd. No. A. 103, Alleppey . 
(By Advocate Sri C. K. Parameswara Fanicker, Alleppey) 

And 
Sri K. P. Sadasivan Pillai, Vazhakkupurayidom , Beach Road , 
Alleppey and Shri K. C. Baby, Thannuparambil, 

Thandenkulangara Ward , AlIcopey . 
(By Advocate Sri A. L n..ikrishnan Nair , Alleppey ) 


GA . 203/B . 
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AWARD 
This is an industrial dispute referred by the Government of Kerala 
as per G.O. (Rt.) No. 242 /79/L & H dated 17-2-1979. The dispute 
referred for adjudication is Dismissal of S/Srce K. P. Sadasivan Pillai and 
K. C. Baby . 

2. The question whether the order of dismissal was preceded by 
a proper en quiry and whether the finding ; of the enquiry officer are based 
on evidence was considered ard as per my prelimi a : y order dated 28th 
July 1982 I upheld the report of the enquiry officer and posted the case for 
evidence regarding the propriety of ihe punishment. The preliminary 
order is extracted below : 

" This is an industrial dispute referred by the Government of Kerala 
as per G. O. (Rt.) No. 2 12 /79/ L & H dated 17-2-1979 . The matter refi pred 
for adj dication relates to the dismissal of S/ Sree K , P. Sadasivan Pillai 
and K. C. Baby. 
( 2 ) Sri Sadasivan Pillai entered 

appearance and filed a claim 
statement raising te fillowing contentions: -- Sri Baby was the Manager of 
the shop and Sri Sada: ivan Pillai was only a Salesman. The Manager was 
the custodian of all the articles and money . The finding of the manage 
ment that the salesman is jointly and severally liable for sho tage in stock 
or money is prima facie illegal. The salesman need only measure and 
weigh the articles. The rules made by the management making the sales. 
man also liable is a un lateral act of the management and h nce the same is 
illegal. The domestic enquiry which was conducted on the basis of the said 
rules is also illegal. The enquiry officer was not competentto conduct the 
enquiry . The workman was not given an opportunity to adduce evidence . 
The workman wants the order of dismissal to be set aside . 

(3) Sri K. C. Baby entered appearince and filed a statement 
contending that his services were ill gally terminated on 30th September, 
1976 and he should be reinstated with full back wages and other benefits 
amounting to Rs. 9,364.08 . 

(4) The management filed a statement contending that a proper 
enquiry was conducted before passing the impugned order of dismissal. 

(5 ) When the industrial dispute came up for hearing Sri Baby and 
his advocate remained absent. As it is Sri Sadasivan Pillai alone is con 
testing the matter. 

(6 ) In the statement filed by Sri Sadas van Pillai, who shall here 
inafter be referred to as the workmah, has raised a contention that the 
enquiry is bad sinc : the same is based on the rule which imposes joint 
lab lity on the salesman also for shortages seen in the shop . This rule , it 
apprars, was mad by the management w thout the courrince of the 
workman or other salesmen . At the arguments stige, it was cont nded that 
the enquiry oficer had instead of taking indeprndent evidence questioned 
thie delinquents and had extracted admissions from them . 

(7 ) In the present case the stock verification which was conducted 
on 27th March 1976 had brou ht out the irregularities. The rules in 
quonion Rule -v of which makes the Manager and Salesmen jointly liable 
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for the cash and article kept in the shop was passed by the general body of 
the society on 13-11-1977. Those rules cannot have retrospective effect and 
liabil ty ca inot be fa tened on the salesman on that ground. The order 
of dismissal shows that the Manazing Director of the Society had not relied 
on the ruls, but he had reli d on the stand ng orders of the stores which 
cast joi it liability for stock and cash on the Manager as 

w : 11 
as the salesman : In the aplicat on filed by Sri Sid isivan Pllai 
on 19-0-1976 he had stated that himself and the Manager are joinily 
responsible for the sh promj. 1007. O , m7.com/720 Szo 2.1987 
ത്വത്തിൽ Branch No. 19 - ൽ ( പവർത്തിച്ചുവരികയായിരുന്നു . " He has further 
stated that out of deficit amount of Rs. 348.23 Sri Baby had taken 
Rs. 2,448 67 on 27-3-1976 for deposit in the Head Office, that out of the 
balance amount of Rs. 899 56 he has got vouchers for Rs. 91.:6 and towards 
th balanc : amount ofRs. 808 h : is liable to pay Rs. 404 as his share and 
his willing to pay the same in i stalments. It is clear from he above , 

hat even b fore the present rules were passed by the general bly thre 
w re standing ord rs casting joint lia ility for the cash and stock on the 
salesmen . It fcliows, that the order of dismissal cannot be set aside on this 
ground. 

(8 ) At the time of stock verification , it was noticed that there was 
shortage of goodsworth of Rs. 3,318 . 3. The enquiry officer was authorised 
to conduct an enquiry regardin the alleged shortage. The delinquent had 
n case that there was no stock verification or the amo int of shortage seen 
at the time of stock verification is incorrect . Even in the statement filed 
by the workmin he h.d not stated that prejudice has been caused to him 
by the procedure adopted by the enquiry officer. The workman had stated 
before the enquiry otticer that the sale proceeds on 27th Mirch was 
Rs. 2,448.67 and the same was taken by Sri Baby to his house and he is 
liable on y for hili of the balance amount of Rs. 899.56 . The workman 
had no case that the above statement was extracted from him under com 
pulsi in . As h is already been seen evenafter the order of dismissal the work 
man has co e forward with an application stating that the extent of his 
liability is only Rs. 404. Thus when misappropriation to extent is 
ad.pi ted it cannot be said that prejudice has been caused to the workman 
by the procedure adopted by the enquiry oficer. In the circumstances, I 
find no reason to interfere with the finding of the enquiry officer . Therefore 
the case is posted to 26th August , 1982 for evidence regarding the propriety 
of the punishment imposed on the workman . The parties may adduce 
evidence on the qu stion " . 

3 . Alterwards the management has not adduced any further evidence . 
Sri Sadasivan Pil at has examined him .elf as W.W.1 and has produced the 
judg nent of the S :ssions Judge of Alleppey in Criminal Appeal Nu, 132 
of 1979 acquirting the second accused (Sadasivan Pillai) who was 
a so 
convicted along with Sri Baby for an offence under section 408 and 34 
I. P. C. 

4. Sri Sadasivan Pillai stated in examinition in chief that he had not 
handled the stock or ca h and that he nad signed in a circular i.npusing 
jointlavi.ity on himselt along with the Manager. Ho stated in cr 03 : 
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examination , that the joint liability circular was signed by him in 1975 and 
that the circular i nposes joint liability on the Minager and the sal :sm in for 
cash and stock . The minagament his no case, thit Sıda ivan Pillai had 
misappropriated the funds or the stock or h : had miintained Salse accounts . 
The case of themanagement is that the Minager had commitred misappro . 
priation and had made false entry in th : account, that the salesman also in 
having joint responsibility , that bith of them were cunvicted by the crim nal 
court and therefore the dismissal is justified . It has already been seen that 
the conviction of the salesman has been set aside. But that does not absoli e 
the salesman from the liability imposed on h.m by the circular issued by the 
Management. 

5. The question for consideration is whether the punishment of dis 
missal should be imposed on a person who has not committed misappro 
priation , but has been made liable constructively. I feei iha the liability 
imposed on the salesman is only a liabili y of a civil nature. The stjesman 
will have to make good half the a rount misappropriated by the Manager . 
He can also be punished for his failure to bring to the notice of the higher 
authorities, the irregularities committed the Manager. Considering all 
the above circumstances, I feel that the dismissalof Sri Sida ivan Pillai is 
not justified . It is enough if his wages for the period commencing from the 
date of suspension and ending with the date of coming into force of this 
award is withheld . This awaid shall not proclude the management from 
instituting arbitration proces dings for realising half the value of the stock 
and half of the cash misappropriated by Sri Baby . 

6. In the result, I pass an award , upholding the dismissal of Sri 
K.C.Baby and ordering reinstatement of Sri K. P. Sadasivan Pillai, but 
without back wage3. 

This award shall come into force after expiry of thirty days from the 
date of publication of this award in the Kerala Government Gazette . 

T. V. KUNHAHAMED , 

Presiding Officer. 

Appendix 
Witness examined on the side of the Workmen : 

W.W.1 - K.P.Sada ivan Pillai. 
Witness examined on the side of the Management : 

M.W.1 - Vasudevan Nair . 
Exhibits marked on the side of the Management : 
Ext. MI- Enquiry report, 
M2 - File No. 1097 /E /76 regarding disciplinary action against 

Sri K.C. Baby and Sri K.P.Sadasivan Pillai. 


Kerala Gazette No. 2 dated 11th January 1983. 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 1252 /82 /LBR . Dated, Trivandrum , 18th November 1982 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Quilon in respect of the dispute 
between the Proprietor, General Industrial Corporation , Near Kallupalam , 
Quilon and the workmen of the above concern represented by The Branch 
Secretary, Kerala Kasuandi Thozhilali Congress , INTUC , Avaneeswaram 
R. S. P.O., Kunnicode received by Government on 10-11-1982 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central 
Act, XIV of 1947 ). 

By order of the Governor, 

K. SIVADASAN , 

Deputy Secretary to Government. 
In the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Quilon 
Dated , this the 4th day of November, 1982 

Present: 
SRI C.N. SASIDHARAN , B. SC., B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal 

FIN 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 8 OF 1982 

Between 
The Proprietor, General Industrial Corporation , Near 

Kallupalam , Quilon 
(By Advocate Sri P. Vijayaraghavan , Quilon ) 

And 
The workmen of the above concern represented by : 
The Branch Secretary , Kerala Kasuandi Thozhilali Congress INTUC, 

Avaneeswaram RS. P. O., Kunnicode 
(By Advocate Sri K. Ananthasivam , Quilon ) 

AWARD 
This Industrial Dispute between the above parties was referred for 
adjudication initially to the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey by the 
Government 

as per G.O. (Rt) No. 1027 / 78 /L & H dated 21-6-1978 . 
Subsequently the above case was transferred to this Tribunal by orders of 
Government and re-numbered as shown above. 

G.A. 211/ V . 
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The issue referred for adjudication is " fixation of wages to S /S . (1 ) 
A. Shamsudeen , Watcher (2 ) M. Ebrahim Kutty , Clerk (3 ) 
M. Abdul Rahman , Clerk ” . 

The union in its claims statement contends thus. The workmen in 
question were employed by the management in the Kunnicode Factory . 
The workmen Shamsudeen and Ibrahim Kutty are watchers being paid 
Rs. 125 p . m . and workmen Abdul Rahman , 

Clerk , Rs. 

150 p.m. 
As monthly paid employees they used to work for all days 
from March 1974 onwards, even when production is stopped seasonally . 
There was an industry wide agreement dated 25-7-1977 applicable to all 
the monthly paid employees of the cashew industry . As per the terms of the 
agreement the watchman had 

to be paid salary in 

the scale of 
Rs. 210-6-270-8-310 and the clerk in the scale of 220-8-300-10-330 . They 
were also entitled to variable D. A. The management has not imple 
mented the agreement. 

The management has filed a counter statement to the claim wherein 
they state as follows. Though it is admitted that the workmen in question 
worked under the management for a few days the averment that they were 
employees of the management from March 1974 is denied . The management 
commenced manufacturing process only in 1976 and that work was carrieá 
on only for a few days. The first and third workmen mentioned in the 
reference were appointed only in September 1976 and the second workmen 
in June 1976. They were paid the wages which prevailed at that time. 
The management is not a party to the settlement dated 27-5-1977 , relied on 
by the union and hence they are not liable to implement the terms of the 
same. There is therefore no 

scope for any adjudication regarding the 
wages of the workers . 

No evidence was adduced by either side. At the final stage of the 
case the management remained ex parte. 

The point for decision is whether the wages of the workmen shall be 
fixed at the rate claimed by the union . 

The claim for fixation of wages put forward in the claim statement of 
the union is based on an agreement alleged to have been entered into 
between employers and employees in the cashew industry . No evidence 
had been let in by the union to prove that there was such an agreement to 
which the management in this case is also a party . In the absence of 
any such evidence it is not possible to hold that the management was 
bound to pay wages to the workmen in question with the rate specified in 
the claim statement of the union . No question of fixation ofwages to this 
workmen by this Tribunal arises . 

In the result an award is passed declaring that the workmen are not 
entitled to the fixation of wages at the rates claimed by the union . 
Quilon , 

C.N. SASIDHARAN , 1 
5-11-1982. 

Industrial Tribunal. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G0. (Rt. ) No. 1251/82/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 18th November 1982 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Quilon in respect of the dispute 
between Sri ShahalHassan Musaliar, Managing Partner, General Industrial 
Corporation , Quilon , and the workmen of the above establishment 
represented by the Secretary, Kilikolloor Cashewnut Factory Workers 
Union , Kilikólloor , Quilon - 4 received by Government on 10-11-1982 is 
hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Dispatcs Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Gover ior , 

K. SIVADASAN , 
Deputy Secretary to Government. 


In the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Quilon 
(Dated , this the 2nd day of November, 1982) 

Present : 
SHRI C. N. SASIDHARAN , B. sc ., B. L. 

Industrial Tribunal 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 13 OF 1982 

Between 
Sri ShahalHassan Musaliar, Managing Partner, Coral Industrial 

Corporation, Quilon 
(By Advocate Sri R. Bahuleyan , Quilon ) 

And 
The workinen of the above establishment represente i by 
the Sccretary, Kilikolloor Cashewnut Factory Workers Union , 

Kilikolloor , Quilon - 4 
(By Advocate Sri P. Vijayaraghavan , Quilon ) 
GA206 / B . 
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AWARD 
The issue referred for adjudication by Government as per G. O. (Rt.) 
No.612 /77 /LBR dated 20-5-1977, relates to the denial of employment to 
Smt. Parukutty Amma, Peeling worker. The reference was initially to the 
Industrial Tribunal, Allepney from where it was later transferred to this 
Tribunal and refiled in the present member . 

In the statement fied by the union the following contentions are raised. 
The worker Parukutts Amma, who was employed under the management 
for over 20 years was denied emuloyment by themanagement under the 
following circumstances. While doing peeling work on 8-9-1975 she fell ill 
and was removed to the District Hospital, Quilon from were she was 
discharged on 13-9-1975 as she was cured and a certificate was issued to her. 
This certificate was produced before the Employees State Insurance Doctor 
who in turn issued a certificate stating that the worker was fit to resume 
work . But when the worker presented herself for duty on 16-9-1975 and 
produced the certificate, the management refused to accept the same and 
she was denied employment thereafter. The action of the management is 
illegal. The worker may be ordered to be reinstated in service with full 
backwages. 

The management contends as follows. The worker who was employed 
in the peeling section of the management factory was suffering from insanity . 
She used to get violent sometimes and even used to disobey the management. 
On 8-9-1975 she showed symptoms of insanity and had to be removed from 
the premises of the factory with the help of police. She underwent treat 
mert for 5 days in the Government Hospital, Quilon and thereafter she 
obtained a certificate from the concerned Doctor of the E. S. I. Hospital 
stating that she was fit to resume work . The management informed the 
worker that she would be reinstated if she produce a fitness certificate from 
a competent authority in psychiatry . If the worker is reinstated without 
such a certificate the management fears that she may cause danger to the 
safety of other workers and also distrub the smooth functioning of the 
factory . She was therefore directed to produce such a certificate. If at all 
she is to be reinstated , she is not entitled to get backwages since she was not 
working in the factory due to disease, 

The worker filed a replication denying the allegations of the manage 
ment and reaffirming her contentions. 

In view of the rival contentions of the parties the points for determi 
nation are 

( 1) Whether the worker was wrongfully denied employment. 

(2) To what relief if any she is entitled to. 

The evidence on the side of the worker is the testimony of herself as 
wwi and Ext. W1 to W3. Themanagement examined MWL to MW4 
and their drcuments are Ext. M1 to M3. 


Point No. (1) Admittedly the worker was taken ill on 8-9-1975 and 
was treated at the District Headquarters Hospital, Quilon . It is not 
disputed that she was discharged from the hospital and eventually reported 
for duty with the certificate Ext. Wi iss ved to her by Dr. Santhakumary of 
the Employees State Insurance Hospital, Quilon stating that she was fit to 
resume work from 15.9-1975 . It is also common case that inspite of the 
certificate she was refused employment by the management on the ground 
that she did not produce a fitness certificate from a Psychiatrist as required 
by them . 

MW4 Dr. M Chandrasekharan Pillai was the specialist who treated the 
worker on 8-9-1975 . Ext. M3. is the case shset relating to the worker, 
It is seen from this exibit as well as from the testimony of the Doctor that 
she was suffering from a mental desease called Schizophrenia . He has 
further deposed that the disease cannot be completely cured and that she 
might get further attacks. However it is seen from Ext. M3 that she was 
discharged on 13-9-1975 . Therefore MW3 cannot say whether the disease 
was completely cured . Onc has to presumethat the symp.omshad abated 
at a iy rate when she was discharged . This presumption is supported by the 
certificate Ext. Wi. It is significant that MW3 has deposed that though 
there are no instances of patients completely cured , it is possible for a pati 
ent to attend daily duties after controling the disease. 

The fact that she was discharged on 13-9-1975 and the fact that the 
Employees State Insurance Doctor found her fit to discharge her duties show 
that the disease had at any rate been controlled . It follows that the patient 
could have attended to her duties. The question is whether in these circum 
stances the management is justified in relusing employment to her on the 
ground that she has not produced a fitness certificate from the Psychiatrist. 
In my opinion the action of the management was unjustified . As stated by 
me already even the evidence adduced by the management through MW3 
and supported by Ext. WI shows that theworker was fit to resume the duty 
when she appeared for work on 16-9-1975. In the light of the evidence of 
MW3 that even though there is no complete cure the patient can attend to 
daily duties if the disease is controlled (which evidenty was the case with 
her). The action of the management was improper. There is no cvidence 
to show that she was violent when she appeared for duty . 

Prior to the date of her alleged illness she exibited any, symptoms of 
insanity . Even the possibility of a recurrence was not investigated by the 
management. I may mention in this context that the management tried to 
show by causing production of Ext.M3 case sheet that cne 

Amma 
was treated for mental derangement at the same hospital in 1978. ButMW3 
was not in a position to assert (in the absence of identification mark in M2) 
that it relates to the worker Parukutty Amma in question . Moreover the 
age and address in the two case sheets do not tally. It cannot therefore be 
said that a recurrence has not actually proved . 


+ 


Î he conclusion therefore is inevitable that the denial of employment to 
the worker by the management was illegal. 

I shall now pass on to the second point. In the light of the above fin 
ding , the worker has to be ordered to be reinstated with backwages from the 
date of denial of employment namely 16-9-1975 . 

In the result I pass an award directing the management to reinstate the 
worker with backwages from 16-9-1975 . 
Quilon , 

C. N. SASIDHARAN, 
4-11-1982 

Industrial Tribunal. 


Kerala Gazette No. 2 dated 11th January 1983 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. ( Rt.) No. 1261/ 82 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 18th November 1982. 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey in respect of the 
dispute between The Managing Director , Travancore Cochin Chemicals 
Limited , Udyogamandal and their workmen represented by the General 
Secretary , T. C. C. Thozhilali Union , Udyogamandal- P.O ., received by 
Government on 5-11-1982 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor , 

K. SIVADASAN , 
Deputy Secretary to Govornment. 


In the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey 
Dated this the 14th day of October 1982 

Present:: 
SHRI K. KANAKACHANDRAN B. SC ., LL.B., 

Industrial Tribunal 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 18/1981 

Between 
The Managing Director, Travancore Cochin Chemicals 

Ltd., Udyogamandal 

And 
The workmen of the above concern represented by the General 

Secretary , T. C. C. Thozhilali Union, Udyogamandal P. O. 
Representations : 
M /s Menon & Pai, 

For Management . 
Advocates, Ernakulam . 
Sri M.Ramachandran , 
Advocate , Ernakulam . 

T or Union 
G.A. 224 V. 


.. 


.. 


REC 


AWARD 


The issue referred for adjudication is justifiability or otherwise of the 
suspension awarded to Sarvasree V. P. Philip Mendez B. No.579 ; 
K. C. Sivanandan , B. No. 689 and K. J. Varghese, N. No. 693 for the 
period from 27-7-1977 to 9-8-1977 by the Management Company. 


2. The short fact of the case is that the workmen concerned herein 
are the employees of the TCC Limited , Alwaye and they are working in the 
Brime Plant. It is alleged they were instructed on 26-7-1977 to pump Brime 
from Salt Recovery Plant to Hydrose Plant . Since verbal instructions 
given to them by their Superior were not obeyed , they were given memos 
asking them to do the work mentioned above . The workmen not only 
refused to accept thememo but refused to work on the instruction of their 
Superior also. For disobedience, they were charge sheeted and domestic 
enquiry was also conducted . The Enquiry Officer found the three workmen 
guilty for misconduct as provided in Clause 67 ( V ) ( 12 ) (i) and 67 ( IV ) (8 ) 
of the Certified Standing Orders applicable to the company. On the basis of 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer, the management awarded punishment of 
14 days suspension to the three workmen from 27-7-1977 to 9-8-1977 . 


3. The union filed a brief claim statement in which it is contended 
that the punishment awarded to the workmen is a substantive punishment 
and it was done after a formal Enquiry . It is alleged in the claim statement 
that the disciplinary proceedings were initiated for extrancous reasons and 
there was no bona fide for the management in initiating the disciplinary 
proceedings . It is further conteaded that the domestic enquiry was 
conducted in violation of the principles of natural justice and the finding 
of the Enquiry Officer itself was perverse and basically defective . The 
propriety and legality of the domestic enquiry is also attacked by the 
union in their claim statement . 


4 . The Management filed the counter statement and their contentions 
in brief are as follows: 


memo 


The workmen were instructed on 26-7-1977 to pump Brime from Salt 
Recovery Plant to Hydrose Plant, a work which was usually done by them . 
On this particular day, they refused to do 

the same 

work despite verbal 
instructions of their Superior. As a result of this, 

in writing was 
given to each of them and the workmen refused to accept the memos . 
Therefore, alleging misconduct under Clauses 67 ( V ) ( 12) (i) and 67 
( IV ) (8 )of the certified stan ling orders applicable to the Company , charge 
sheetswere issued to them alleging wilful insubordination or disobedience of 
a lawful order . After issuing charge sheets, separate domestic enquiries 
were conducted and the workmen were given full and fair opportunity to 
cross-cxamine the witnesses. Opportunity was given to adduce evidence . 
They were allowed to be represented by co -employees of their own choicc . 
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no 


It is the contention of the management that the charges levelled against the 
workmen were so grave and seriouswarranting drastic punishment but as a 
measure of leniency the workmen were given only a lesser punishment of 
suspension for 14 days. 

5. Although the union took up a stand that the domestic enquiry 
conducted by the management was not fair and proper, no attempt was 
made by them to substantiate the allegation raised in the claim statement. 
No oral evidence was also adduced by them . The management produced 
the entire files relating to conduct of domestic enquiries in respect of three 
workmen . 

6 . At the time of arguments, the counsel for the union submitted that 
although in the claim statement challenge was made against the legality 
and propriety of the domestic enquiry proceedings, they were not pressing 
that point. Therefore the union has case now that the domestic 
enquiries were held in violation of the principles of natural justice. In the 
claim statement the union also made a prayer to pass a preliminary order 
on the propriety and legality of the domestic enquiries held against the 
workmen . Since the union has no grievance now against the domestic 
enquiry and I am concerned in this dispute only with the punishment 
awarded to the three workmen . 

7. Admittedly these workmen were working in the plant on 26-7-1977 
and so long as they are in this particular plant they are bound to carry out 
the work assigned to them . There is no case for the workmen that they 
were asked to do additional work other than what they were doing usually . 
No evidence is before me to show that these workmen were called upon to 
do the work which is not expected to do by them . In 

the enquiry 
proceedings, these workmen effectively participated and the Enquiry 
Officer had come to the conclusion that the charges levelled against them 
were proved . The Enquiry Officer found that no evidence was adduced in 
respect of the allegation of the workmen that the disciplinary actions 
initiated against them were or account of vindictiveness. On the basis of 
the enquiry report the disciplinary authority had taken the view that these 
workmen deserved drastic punishment but taking into account the fact that 
this sort of disobedience was of the first time, a lenient view was taken in 
the matter of imposition of punishment . 

8. The punishment awarded to the concerned workmen are not the 
one contemplated under Sec. 11 (A ) of the Industrial Dispute Act. In view 
of this, the scope for interference by this Tribunal on the matters wherein 
the punishment imposed was of a lesser nature is very limited unless there 
is positive evidence to arrive at the conclusion that the finding itself was 
perverse. No attempt was made by the workmen to substantiate their 
contention that the finding was perverse . No convincing evidence either 
oral or documentary is also before me which would confirm the allegatio 
raised in the claim statement that the findings of the Enquiry Officer is 
perverse . 


9 . It is submitted that the consequence of this punishment is also of 
lesscr significance since the workmen would suffer only a loss of 14 days 
wages on account of the punishment of suspension awarded to them . It 
will not have any effect on their continuity in service in the sense that there 
would not be any break of service. Therefore I am of the view that the 
punishment of suspension awarded to the workmen is in consonance with 
the gravity of the offence and therefore there is no reason to interfere on 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer and also on the punishment awarded to 
the workmen . Award is passed accordingly . 


K. KANAKACHANDRAN , 

Industrial Tribunal. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 1176 /82 /LBR . Dated, Trivandrum , 29th October 1982 , 

The aw ird of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between Shri P. K. Narayanan , Palakulath House, Pal arivattom P.O., 
Cochin - 24 and his worker Shri M. K. Bhaskaran , Manjolil Huse , 
Oorakam Desom Pullor P.O., Kallettumkara , Trich -ir received by 
Gwernment on 7-10-1982 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor , 

K. SIVADASAN , 

Deputy Secretary to Government. 
In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Saturday , the 25th September, 1982 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. SC ., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 81 OF 1979 

Between ; 
Shri P. K. Narayanan , Palakulath House, Palarivattom P.O., 

Cochin -24 

and 
His worker ShriM.K.Bi askaran , Manjolil House, Oorakam 

Desom , Pulloor P.O., Kallettumkara , Tr.chur 
Representations : 

M /s. Peter & Karunalar, 
Lawyers, Cochin - 11 . 

For Management. 
Shri K. Alphi Joseph , 
Advocate , Irinjalakuda 

For Workman . 
and Shri K.S. Menon , Advocate . 
GA. 2017B 
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AWARD 


I ne issue referred for adjudication by Government as per G O. (Rt.) 
No. 342 /79 /L & H dated 7-3-1979 is " Denial of employment to SriM.K. 
Bhaskaran ." 

2. There is no Union espousing the cause of the workman . The 
workman Shri Bhaskaran in his clum statement complains that he who was 
employed in Toddy Shop No. 6 , Valanjamb lam . Ernakulam continuously 
from 1-4-1970 was denied em loyment on 12-9-1976 . According to him he 
was on leave on medical ground ; from 29-5-1976 to 11-9-1976 . The denial 
occurred when he reported . n 12-9- 976 on return from leave. He is 
claiming reinstatement with all benefits. He is also claiming arrears in 
salary for the in.erval from M.y 1976 to the date of denial. 

3. Shri Narayanan impleaded in the case as the employer in his written 
starement contends that he had never engaged Shri Bhaskaran as an 
employee . It is further stated that he did nt conduct toddy sho , No.6 
from 1-4-1970 to 12-9-1976 . He disclaiins liability to reinstate the workman 
or to give him any other reliefs . 

4 . In the nature of the contentions it has to be seen as to whether 
Shri Narayanan had employed Shri Bhaskaran as claimed by the latter. 
The pleadings on either side are vague. The evidence of Shri Bhaskaran 
as WW2 is that he was employed as t le Manager of T.S.No. 6 continuously 
from 1970 . Shri Narayanan did not admit any sort of connection with 
1. S. No. 6 in his wrtien statement. Honever it has come up in evidence 
that he was the uccessful b dder of a number of sh ps including 1.S. No. 6 
for the financial year 1970-77 . Shri Xray . nan also admits in his evid -nce 
as MWI that he was the successful bil er . Bit his case is that he had 
transferred T.S.No. 6 along with some other shops to a group of people and 
they were cînducting the ship employing their own canployees. WWI is 
the Assistant Excise Commis i ner, Einikulim He had produced and 
proved Ext. C2 extract from the sale list of Toddy Sh p No. 6 for the years 
1970-71 to 1975-76 from which it c ın be seen thu Shri Narayana i was 
never the successful bidder of this ship prior to 1976-77. WW1 bas also 
proved Ext. C - 3 proceedins under which T.S No. 6 and other shop : were 
transferred by Shri Narayanan to a group of people including one 
Mr. Bhaskar in on the basis of a joint applicati n filet on 5-7-1976 . Ext. 
C3 has no date . But it is sewn to h ive been pásued on the basis of a report 
of the Excise Inspector dated 23-9-1976 . Copy of the joint applica-ion 
produced by the Excise Department e case is available in the file and 
I am marking the same as Ext. MI. It is on the basis of Ext. Mi that 
Ext. C3 order was passed . 

5. Ext. Cl is the fil : relating to the conciliation on the failure ofwhich 
this reference wasmide. That cont.ins the complaint filed by this worker 
before the Conciliation Oficer . There he had implea ied one Me. 
R. G. Bhaskaran as his empluyer. What is stated therein is that 


Shri K. G. Bhaskaran had employed him and later "denied the work . In 
the claim statement also the worker states " Shri K.G. Bhaskaran and 
another " as his employer responsible for the denial an 1 liable for reinstate 
ment. However Shri Nariyanin was impleaded as the employer in the 
reference because the Conciliation Oificer in his report stated that 
Shri Narayanan was the bidder ofthe concerned toddy shop at the time at 
which the denial is alleged to have taken place. W : have documentary 
evidence to show that Shri Narayanan was the successful bidder. We have 
aleo 

evidence that Shri Narayan in hd transferred the shop to 
Shri Bh askaran and others. The case of Shri Narayanan that he dii not 
conduct the shop employing Sari Bhaskaran has to be examined in this 
background. Shri Naravanan was not conducting the shop ull the beginning 
of the financial year 1976-77 . As the successful bidder of the toddy shop he 
became the Contractor of the shop with effect from 1-4-1976 . The 
argument on his behalf is that even though he legally and technically 
became the Contractor he did not conduct the shop and that he had 
transferred it to Shri K.G. Bhaskaran and oth rs. Ext. Mi shows that the 
transfer application was filed only in July 1976. Orders approving the transfer 
was passed much later a . per Ext. C3. Techni ally and lega Shri Narayanan 
can be treated as the Contractor o : the shop till he date of Ext. C3 . But 
in the present case we are more concerned with the employer-empl yee 
relationship between the parties impleaded in the case . Éxts . Wl to W3 
are the documents relied on by this worker to show that he was an employee 
of fod y hop No.6. Exts. W1 and W2 are telegramsreceived by him in 
that address. But they are for the periods prior to 1-4-1976 

Ext. W3 a 
notice received by the workman in his home address is not relevant for 
Our purpose . Ex .. W4 is a communication said to have been received by 
the worker concerning his emoluments from the employer . But that 
communication is seen to have been addressed by K. G. Bhaska.an and 
company . That is dated 7-5-1976 . That is a document on which reliance 
is place i by the workman and it goes against his own case That 
Shri Narayanan was his employer from 1-1-1976 . In this context his 
complaint before the Labour Officer is also important. There also he was 
complaining again t Shri K.G Bhaskaran and claiming reliefs against him . 
These circumstances give sufficient material to make a reasonable inference 
that Shri Narayanan was not actually managing the affairs of Toddy 
shop No. 6 even though he was the successful bidder and that 
Shri K.G. Bhaskaran and others were actually conducting it and the 
formalities regarding the transfer at Departmental level completed leisurely . 
So the case of the worker Shri Bhaskaran that he was serving under 
Shri Narayanan and arayanan denied him employment cannot be 
accepted . Shri K G Bhaskaran is said to be no more. He or his legal 
representatives have not been impleaded in this case. In the circumstances 
the ca e of the workman hat Shri Narayinan employed him and later 
denied employment cannot be accepted . He cannot be granted any reliefs 
in the circumstances of this case . 


6. In the result an award is passed finding that Shri Narayanan 
ir pleaded as the employer in the case did not employ.or deny employment 
to Shri M.K. Bhaskaran and that therefore Shri Bhaskaran is nut entitled 
to any reliefs in this reference. 
(Camp) Munnar, 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
25-9-1982 

Presiding Officer 

Appendix 
Witness examined on the Management s side: 

MWI Shri Narayanan , P.K. 
Witnesses examined on the workman s side: 

WW1 Shri K. Balakrishnan Nair 

WW2 » M. K. Bhaskaran 
Exhibit marked on the Management s side: 
Ext. Mi. Copy of a joint application_dated 5-7-1976 submited to 

the Asst. Excise Commissioner, Ernakulam by ShriNarayanan 

and 14 others. 
Exhibits marked on the Wokman s side : 
Ext . Wi. A telegram addressed to Shri M.K. Bhaskaran dated 

29-2-1976 
W2. A telegram addressed to Shri Bhaskaran by Shri Pushpan 
W3. A notice of Kerala Police under Sec. 157 (2) and 173 
(1 ) (b ) Cr. P. C. received by Shri Bhaskaran 
W4 . A communication dated 7-5-1976 from M /s. K. G. 

Bhaskaran & Company, Ernakulam . 
Court Exhibits: 
Ext . 

ci. File of the District Labour Officer concerning the denial 
of employment to Shri M.K. Bhaskaran 
C2. 

Abstract of sale list of toddy shops of Kanayannoor 
Taluk fer the years 1970-71 to 1975-76 
C3. Copy of the proceedingsof the 188t . Excise Commissioner, 
Ernakulam dated nil. ordering transfer of certain toddy shops 
from Shri Narayanan . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G , 0 . ( Rt.) No. 1263/82/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 18th November 1982 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between The Management of M /s. Beatronics (Private ) Limited , Iyyattu 
Junction , Ernakulam , Cochin - 11 and the workman of the above concern 
Shri N.P. Gangadharan , Nadakkal House, Project Colony, Aroor P.O., 
(via ) Shertallai received by Government on 5-11-1982 is hereby published 
under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV 
of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor , 

K. SIVADASAN , 
Deputy Secretury to Government. 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Saturday , the 30th day of October , 1982 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. sc . , B.L., 

Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 353 of 1979 . 

Between : 
The Management of M /s Beatronics (P ) Ltd., Iyyattu Junction , 

Ernakulam , Cochin - 11 

And 
The workman of the above concern Shri N. P.Gangadharan , 

Nadakkal House , Project Colony, Aroor P. O., via Shertallai. 
Representations - 

Shri A. Absalam , 
Advocate , Cochin - 11 . 

For Management 
Shri A. N. Kuttan , 
Advocate , Cochin - 11. 

For Workman 
G. A , 226 /V . 


) 
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AWARD 


Correctness of the dismissal of a workman is the issue referred for 
adjudication by Government as per G O. (Rt.) No. 1110/79 dated 
4-8-1979 . 

2. The dismissal was after a domestic enquiry the correctness of 
which was challenged by the workman . The Management is defending 
its action by saying that the workman was fourd guilty of serious acts of 
misconduct meriting the punishment of dismissal in a properly conducted 
domestic enquiry . The validity of the domestic enquiry was considered as 
a preliminary issue and I found in my order dated 18-1-1982 that there 
was no proper domestic enquiry . Thereupon the Management opted to 
adduce fresh evidence before this Court. Thereafter the case was stayed 
by the Hon ble High Court in O.P.No.800/ 1982 filed by the Management 
challenging the correctness of my preliminary order. Subsequently the 
parties filed a Joint petition before me stating that the matter had since 
been settled on payment of agrecd compensation to the workman and 
therefore it is unnecessary to proceed with the adjudication . Asmatters 
stand now there is no dispute available for adjudication . In the result an 
award is passed holding that there is no subsisting industrial dispute. 


( Camp) Munnar, 

30-10-1982. 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 1260 /82 /LBR . Dated Trivandrum , 18th November 1982. 

The award of the Labour Court , Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between Sri P. K. Sadanandan , Pullarkad House , Kottullikad P. O., 
Moothakunnam and (2 ) The President, Fishing Boat Owners Association , 
Munambam P. O. and the workman 

of the above employers Shri 
V. S. Chakrapani, Vennarapparambil, Anapuzha P. O., Cranganore, 
Trichur District received by Government on 8-11-1982 is hereby 
published under section 17 ofthe Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act 
XIV of 1947 ) . 

By order of the Governor , 

K. SIVADASAN , 
Deputy Secretary to Government . 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Monday , the 1st day of November, 1982 

Present: 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. SC ., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 50 OF 1980 

Between 
(1) Shri P. K. Sadanandan , Pullarkad House, Kottullikad P. O., 
Moothakunnam and (2 ) The President, Fishing Boat 

Owners Association , Munambam P. O. 


And 


The workman of the above employers Shri V. S. Chakrapani, 
Vennarapparambil, Anapuzha P.O., Cranganore , 

Trichur District. 
Representations: 
Shri M. V. Joseph , 

For Management 
Advocate , Ernakulam . 
Shri P. F. Thomas, 

For Workman 
Advocate , Cochin- 12. 
GA . 223 . 
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AWARD 
Denial of employment to Shri V. S. Chakrapani is the issue referred 
for adjudication by Government as per G. O. (Rt.) No. 658/80 /LBR 
dared 16-5-1980 . 

2. Pleadings had been advanced on either side and some oral evidence 
was also adduced . When the case came up for further evidence it was 
reported by both sides that the matter need not be proceeded since the work 
man is not pressing his claims for reinstatement or other reliefs . An endorse 
ment to the effect that the claims are not pressed is made before me by the 
workman himself on his claim statement. In view of this development it is 
unnecessary to narrate the facts of the case and the contentions in detail . 
Suffice it to say that there is no subsisting industrial dispute available for 
adjudication . An award is, therefore , passed holding that there is no 
subsisting industrial dispute . 


Ernakulam , 
1-11-1982 . 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer . 
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Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 1253 /82/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 18th November 1982 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between The President, Idukki District Wholesale Co- operative Consumers 
Stores Limited No. K. 444 , Kattappana and (2 ) The Managing Director 
Idukki District Wholesale Co-operative Consumers Stores Limited No. 444, 
Kattappana and the workman of the concern represented by the General 
Secretary, The Kerala Co-operative Employees Union , Idukki District 
Committee , Nedumkandam received by Government on 4-11-1982 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central 
Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor , 

K. SIVADASAN , 

Deputy Secretary to Government. 
In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Saturday the 23rd day of October, 1982 

Present 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. sa . , B.L. , 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 6 of 1981 .. 

Between : 
The President, Idukki District Wholesale . Co -operative . Consumers . 
Stores Ltd. No. K. 444, Kattappana and . (2 ) The Managing 
Director, Idukki District Wholesale Co-operative Consumers 
Stores Ltd. No. K. 444, Kattappana 

And 
The workman of the concern represented by the General Secretary, 
The Kerala Co-operative Employees Union , Idukki 

District Committee, Nedumkandam 
Representations : 

Shri George Poonthottam , 
Advocate, Ernakulam . 

For Management. 
Shri T. K.Krishnankutty Nair , 
Advocate, Kottayam . 

For Union . 
GA . 208 . 
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AWARD 
The issue referred for adjudication by Government as per G. O. (Rt.) 
No. 100 /81/LBR dated 20-1-1981 is “ Dismissal of Shri O. J. Joseph , 
Junior Salesman " . 

II . The dismissal was after a domestic enquiry the correctness of which 
was seriously challenged by the Union . I have found in my preliminary 
order dated 14-10-1982 that there was a proper domestic enquiry . The 
findings of guilt rendered by the Enquiry Officer were accepted by me with 
certain modifications. Necessary facts have been stated in that order which 
has to form part of this award. That order reads as follows: 

“ ORDER 
This reference concerns the dismissal of Shri C. J. Joseph , Junior 
Salesman ofthe Idukki District Wholesale Co- operative Consumers Stores 
Ltd. No. K. 444. 

2. Disciplinary proceedings were initiated against Shri Joseph on the 
allegation that there was deficiency in stock of goods entrusted to him . He 
was placed under suspension with effect from 10-10-1977. Formal charges 
were later fraped and he was given an opportunity to submit his explana 
tions. Subsequently a domestic enquiry was ordered . Shri T. A. Thommen , 
an Advocate , conducted the enquiry in which he participated throughout. 
The Enquiry Officer found him guilty of the charges. It was on the basis 
of those findings that Shri Joseph was dismissed on 15-2-1979 with retrospec 
tive effect from 10-10-1977. 

3 . In the charter of demands appended to the reference as well as the 
rejoinder filed before this court Shri Joseph complains that the Management 
had created false documents to frame a case against him and he was 
dismissed when as a matter of fact he was innocent of the charges. It was 
also complained that initially, there was only one charge and additional 
charges were subsequently raised without any reasonable basis. It is also 
said that there was no proper and valid domestic enquiry and it was held 
without giving him sufficient opportunity to defend himself . Reinstatement 
with all benefits is claimed by him . 

4. The Management in its written statement contends that Shri Joseph 
was really guilty of the charges as found in a properly conducted domestic 
enquiry. According to the Management Shri Joseph deserves the punish 
ment of dismissal and he is not entitled to any reliefs. 

5 . In view of the rival contentions regarding the domestic enquiry it 
was proposed to try the validity of the same as a preliminary issue. Then 
it was conceded by the learned counsel appearing on behalf of Shri Joseph 
that the enquiry papers can be marked without the examination of the 
enquiry Officer and the matter heard on the basis of the documents. It was 
conceded that the objections regarding the validity ofthe domestic enquiry 
are not pressed and the only matter that need be considered is the 
correctness of the finding rendered by the Enquiry Officer. Accordingly 
the documents were marked and arguments heard . 
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6. In view of the concessions made by the learned counsel appearing on 
behalf of the workman it is unnecessary to consider as to whether the 
Enquiry Officer adopted a correct procedure . I can proceed finding that 
there was a proper domestic enquiry giving all opportunities to the work 
man to defend himself. . It is also noticed from the records that the 
workman had participated in the domestic enquiry throughout, cross 
examined the witnesses examined on the side of the Management and 
adduced his own evidence . It was put in writing by him that he had no 
further evidence to be adduced . So I hold that the domestic enquiry was 
conducted by the Enquiry Officer in accordance with the principles of 
natural justice giving all possible opportunities to the workman to defend 
himself. 

7 : What is to be considered is as to whether the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer are reasonable on the basis of the available evidence. Ext. M4 is 
the findings of the Enquiry Othcer . At the enquiry two witnesses were 
examined for the Management and 28 exhibits marked as Exts. Pl to P28 . 
The only evidence on the side of the employee was his testimony as Dwi. 
Asmany as nine items of misconducts were attributed to Shri Joseph in the 
final charge . The gist of the charges cnumerated in Ext. M4 is as 
follows: 
(i) There was deficiency in stock entrusted to Shri Joseph in the 

Kattappan Godown when phys cal verification was effect on 

13-5-1977 to the value of Rs. 3,703.22. 
(ii ) Deficiency in stock to the value of Rs.648.14 was noticed in the 

Nedumkandum Branch of the society when verification was 

effected on 30-6-1977 . 
( iii) Deficiency in stock to the value of Rs. 1,518.59 was detected in 

the Nedumkandum Multiroom shop on 10-10-1977 . 
(iv ) Registers were not properly main ained by Shri Joseph . 
(v ) Shri Joseph sold goods at rates higher than those fixed and thereby 

appropriated to him elf the excess price. 
(vi) He delivered goods to the Salesmen without proper indents. 
(vii ) He failed to carry out the orders of the superiors. 
(viii ) There was deficiency in stock entrusted to him on earlier occasions 

for which he had made good the value by remitting the money 

and therefore he is negligent in his duty . 
(ix ) He is inefficient an I therefore not fit for the job . 
8 . The Enquiry Officer found that Shri Joseph was guilty of deficiency 
in stock under item No. 1 of the charge only to the tune of Rs. 3,703.22 . 
He was found guilty ofthe remaining charges also. 

9. I may sav at the very outset that item Nos. 8 and 9 of the charge 
are not really a ailable as substantive misc inducts. The statement of facts 
leading to those allegations may at best be treated as prior conduct and 
considered for the purpose of punishment, if any, that is to be awarded . 


So the finding that he is guilty of those items as misconduct are to be 
vacated and I do so . Now I shall proceed to consider the other items of 
misconducts one by one in the order in which they are narrated above. 

10 . Ext. M 1 is the memo under which Shri Joseph was placed under 
suspension with effect from 10-10-1977 . That states that his explanation 
was earlier called for before initiating action against him . In Ext. Mi 
deficiency in stock as mentioned in item No. 1 of the charge was stated and 
deficiency in the Multiroom shop at Nedumkandumas on 30-6-1977 to 
the value of Rs. 1,001.84 alone were mentioned. The other charges were 
later added and Shri Joseph was given opportunity to submit his 
explanations also . In answer to Ext.Mi Shri Joseph filed Ext. M 2 
explanation stating that there is some discrepancy in the Stock Register and 
he had already traced someof those discrepancies and rectified the mistakes 
to a certain extent by preparing proper indents and receiving acknowledge 
ments from the concerned Salesmen to whom goods were issued . He 
maintained that when a proper accounting is made there will not be any 
deficiency in stock . 

11. Ext. P 2 at the enquiry the stock verification statement as on 
13-5-1977 and Ext. P3 shows the deficiency as given in item No. 1 of the 
charge. But the first witness for the Management at the enquiry , the • 
Managing Director of the Society , gave evidence that actually after 
rectification as pointed out by Shri Joseph the deficiency was only 
Rs. 3,703.22. The explanation submitted by Shri Joseph which is 

Ext. M 2 here ) was marked at the enquiry as Ext. P 14. The enquiry 
. Dfficer states at page 2 of his report as follows: 

“ Ext. P14 (a ) is the report made on the averments in Ext. P14 on the 

instructions of the Managing Director " . 
The Enquiry Officer has relied on Ext. P14 (A ) and the evidence of 
the Managing Director to discard Ext. P3 (at the enquiry) stock deficiency 
statement and to come to the conclusion that the actual deficiency is 
Rs. 3,703.22. But the evidence does not disclose that a document as 
Ext. P14 ( A ) was admitted in evidence. Such a document is also not listed 
in the index appended to Ext. M4 report. That document is not produced 
before me also . The learned counsel appearing on behalf of theManage 
ment was not in a position to clarify as to which document reference is 
made by the Enquiry Officer in his report as Ext. P14 ( A ). The original 
file containing the relevant document were also produced before me at the 
timeof arguments. ould not find out any document as referred and 
described in the report as Ext. P14 ( A ) in that file also . Suffice it to say 
that the Enquiry Officer had acted on some document which was not 
admitted in evidence to come to the conclusion that there was deficiency 
to the value of Rs. 3,703.22 as on 13-5-1977 in the Kattappana Godown . 
Evidently the stock register and the stock verification statement did not 
give the correct figures. In these state of affairs the conclusion that there 
was deficiency to the value of Rs. 3,703.22 is nothing but perverse. 


. 
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12. Now I shall proceed to examine the documents to see whether there 
was any deficiency as on 13-5-1977 at the Kattappana Godown which was 
in charge of Shri Joseph on that day . ( There is no dispute that he was 
in charge. In other words his liability to account for the stock as on that 
day is admitted ) . In Ext. M 2 explanation Shri Joseph did not challer ge 
the correctness of the stock verification statement concerning the stock as 
on 13-5-1977. His explanation is that there were some irregularities in the 
stock register and also defects in the maintenance of actual issue of stock to 
others and that when such defects were rectified credit has to be given for 
goods worth Rs. 8,976.37. In the claim statement also the defence is that 
out of the deficiency of Rs. 9,782.88 credit should have been given for the 
various items, pointed out to the total value of Rs. 8,976.37 . He has no 
explanation at any point of time regarding the balance which work out 
to Rs. 806.51. In other words it is admitted that there was unexplained 
deficiency to the value of Rs. 806.51. Shri Joseph can be found 
responsible for this unexplained deficiency. So under item No. 1 of the 
charge I find that Shri Joseph was responsible for the deficiency to the tune 
of Rs. 806.51. 

13. Now we come to item No. 2 of the charge . The alleged deficiency 
under this count is Rs. 648.14 . To find Shri Joseph responsible for this 
deficiency the Enquiry Officer has relied on the document marked as 
Ext. P13 at the enquiry . That is said to be a statement given by 
Shri Joseph before the Managing Director. The genuineness of Ext. P13 
was denied by Shri Joseph in his evidence before the Enquiry Officer az 
DWi. But the Managing Director gave evidence that Ext. P13 is a genuine 
document signed by Shri Joseph . Even assuming that Ext. P13 at the 
enquiry was genuine Shri Joseph admitted his liability there only to the tune 
of Rs. 77.44. In the rejoinder also it is admitted that that much deficiency 
was present as on 30-6-1977. When it is conceded that there was 
irregularity in the stock statement as on 30-6-1977 (it is so conceded ) it is 
not fair to say on the basis of Ext. P13 that Shri Joseph had admitted 
s liability to any extentmore than Rs. 77.74 . Regarding this admitted 

deficiency the argument is that it is negligible and within the permissible 
limit . What was sold in the particular branch was provisions and the 
deficiency is said to have occurred in three months. In the ordinary course 
deficiency to the extent of Rs. 77.74 in a provision store is negligible and 

need not be given serious significance to be treated as a misconduct. 
: Of course Shri Joseph will be liable to account for the deficiency in terms 

of money. Realisation of the money should put an end to this irregularity 
and it is not proper and fair to treat it as an item of misconduct. So I 

find that Shri Joseph is not guilty of misconduct as per item No. 2 of the 
- charge . 

14. Next is item No. 3 which involves deficiency of Rs. 1,548.59 in the 
Nedumkandum Multiroom shop as on 10-10-1977. Here again Shri Joseph s 
liability to account for the stock properly is admitted . The deficiency is 
also admitted in the claim statement. The defence is that it was within 
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reasonable limits and therefore ignored . He has also a case that he alone is 
not liable and others are jointly and severally liable with him . There is no 
basis for the contention that he is not liable when it is admitted that there 
was deficiency in stock entrusted to him . The amount involved is not negli 
gible. Therefore Shri Joseph is responsible for the deficiency . The 
misconduct, therefore, is proved by Shri Joseph s own admission . 

15. Item No. 4 relates to the irregularities in the maintenance of 
registers. It is admitted in Ext. M2 that there were several discrepancies in 
the Stock Register. It is further admitted that it was Shri Joseph s respon 
sibility to maintain that register . So the allegation that the Stock Register 
was not properly maintained is admitted and also proved by the first 
witness examined at the enquiry . The finding on this item is therefore 
proper. 

16. The allegation under item No. 5 of the charge that goods were sold 
at rates higher than those fixed is admitted by Shri Joseph in his explanation 
as well as evidence at the enquiry . His defence is that the articles were 
sold at prices printed on them which were higher than those that were fixed 
by the Society . But the articles are entrusted on the basis of liability 
system where the liability is acknowledged only on the basis of the sale 
price fixed . The sale proceeds are credited towards the "liability in the 
Liability Register to that extent. When that is the position he has personal 
gains by the reduction in his liability register when gonds are sold at rates 
higher than those fixed for sale. The fact of having sold the articles at 
higher rates is really a misconduct committed to gain monetary advantage . 
The finding on this item of charge is also proper and correct. 

17. That goods were delivered without proper indents is admitted in 
Ext. M2 explanation . The admission is sufficient to uphold the finding on 
this charge ( item No. 6 ) and I do so . 

18. Item No. 7 of the charge relates to the failure to carry out the 
orders of the superiors. The allegation is that Shri Joseph refused to sign 
the Liability Register in spite of specific instructions issued by the Managing 
Director. The fact that such directions were issued is spoken to by 
theManaging Director as the first witness at the enquiry . That there was 
such a direction and refusal is admitted by Shri Joseph in his evidence as 
DWI at the enquiry . His explanation is that there were discrepancies in 
the Liability Register and therefore he did not sign the same. The finding 
of the Enquiry Officer is that Shri Joseph should have at least signed the 
register under protest pointing out the discrepancies, if any. If as a matter 
of fact Shri Joseph had any reasonable apprehension that the Liability 
Register ordered to be signed was defective then of course he had a right to 
refuse to sign it because the signature is in token of accepting the correct 
ness of the liability of goods entrusted to him . Here in this case it is not 
shown that Shri Joseph had any reasonable basis to apprehend the correct 
ness of the Liability Register. In such circumstances the disobedience 
though not very grave in view of the nature of the things that prevalied in 
the particular circumstances is a misconduct and I hold that Shri Joseph is 
guilty of this item of the charge as well. 
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19 . In the result it is hereby ordered that there was a proper and valid 
domestic enquiry . The findings of the Enquiry Officer are accepted to the 
extent mentioned above" . 

III . Both sides were heard on the question of the propriety of the 
punishment of dismissal inflicted . What remains to be seen is as to whether 
the workman is entitled to any reliefs in the matter of punishment. The 
workman was operating as the salesman of the store owned and managed by 
the Society. It is not the first time when shortages and other irregularities 
were detected in the godowns managed by this worker. On prior occasions 
the Society took a lenient view on the worker making good the value of the 
goods in shortage . But he did not improve himself and it is seen that 
substantial shortage in goods are their value was again noticed . One of the 
misconducts proved involves sale of articles at rates higher than those fixed 
by the Society . I have found that this workman had monetary gain in such 
sales. Profit making alone is not the idea behind Co-operative Consumer 
Stores. On the other hand they stand for service to the general public as 
well by selling goods at moderate rates in order to hold the price line. The 
action of this employee must necessarily have negatived the good idea 
behind the existence of such Co-operative Stores. Such a person does not 
deserve any leniency in the matter of punishment. The dismissal in the 
circumstances is an adequate punishment especially in view of his anteced 
ents . So I find no reason to give any relief to the workman in the matter 
of punishment. In the result an award is passed confirming the dismissal 
of Shri O. J. Joseph. 
Ernakulam , 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
23-10-1982 . 

Presiding Officer. 

Appendix 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side: 
Ext. Mi. Copy of charge-sheet -cum -suspension 

dated 
12-10-1977 issued to Shri Joseph . 
M2. Copy of the explanation of Shri Joseph dated 5-11-1977 
M3. Copy of the proceedings of the domestic enquiry . 
M4. Copy of the report of the Enquiry Officer dated 

29-1-1979. 
M5. Copy of the second show cause notice dated 6-2-1979 

issued to Shri Joseph . 
M6. Copy of the dismissal order dated 15-2-1979 issued to 

Shri Joseph . 
M7. Copy of a memo dated 27-5-1976 issued to Shri Joseph . 
M8. Copy of a memo dated 22-10-1976 issued to Shri Joseph . 
M9. Copy of a memo of charges dated 21-2-1978 issued to 

Shri Joseph . 


memo 


93 


29 


99 


. 


22 


52 


" 


Ext. M10 . Copy of a statement given before the Managing Director 

by Shri Joseph on 4-1-1978. 
Mii . Copy of the explanation of Shri Joseph dated 9-1-1978 . 
„ M12 . Copy of a statement given by Shri Joseph before the 

Managing Director on 4-1-1978 . 
M13 . Stock statement as on 29-10-1976 . 
M14 . List of deficit stock as on 29-10-1976 . 
M15 . - List of excess stock as on 29-10-1976 . 
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Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1127/82/L3R Dated , Trivandrum 18th October 1982 . 
The award of the Labour 

Court, Ernakulam in 
respect of the_dispute between The Manager, Thenmallai Estate , 
Munnar and The workmen of the above estate represented by the 
Secretary, Devicolam Estate Employees Union , Munnar , received by 
Government on 12-10-1982 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act, XIV of 1947) . 


By order 

the Gover 
K. SIVADASAN, 
Deputy Secretary to Government. 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Tuesday , the 5th October, 1982 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. SC ., B. L. 

Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 90 OF 1981 

Between 
The Manager, Thenmallai Estate, Munnar 

And 
The workmen of the above estate represented by the Secretary, 

Devicolam Esta Employees Union , Munnar . 
Representations : 

M /s. Menon & Pai, 
Advocate , Ernakulam . 

For Management 
Shri C. I. Chandrasekharan , 
Advocate, Devicolam . 

For Union 
GA . 192 /V 
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AWARD 


Shri Palanivel, a worker of Thenmallai Estate , was dismissed and the 
correctness of the same is the issue referred for adjudication by Government 
as per G. O. (Rt.) No. 1318 /81 /LBR dated 20-10-1981 . 

II . The dismissal was after a domistic enquiry. I have found as per 
my preliminary order dated - 4-10-1982 that there was a proper and 
valid domestic enquiry . The finding of the Enquiry Officer was also 
confirmed by me. Necessary facts are stated in that order which reads as 
follows : 


CORDER 


Dismissal of a worker is the issue referred for adjudication . The 
worker Shri Palanivel was employed in the Thenmallai Estate , Munnar. 
Disciplinary proceedings were initiated against him on the allegation that he 
on 11-3-1981 abused the Lower Division Asst. Conductor Shri M. Josiah 
twice in the muster ground and also attempted to assault him . On the 
written complaint lodged by Shri Josiah the Management issued a show 
cause notice to which the workman submitted his explanations . Finding 
that the explanations were unsatisfactory the Management framed 
charges on the allegations and ordered a domestic enquiry. The domestic 
enquiry was conducted by MW1, an Officer of the Management Company. 
The workman participated in the enquiry. The finding of the Enquiry 
Officer was that the workman was guilty of the charges. It was on the 
basis of those findings that the dismissal was awarded as a punishment. 

2 . In the charter of demands appended to the reference it is complained 
by the Union that the workman Shri Palanivel was not guilty of the charges . 
In answer the Management in its written statement contends that the 
workman was really guilty of the charges and that the guilt was well 
established in a properly conducted domestic enquiry. It is the further 
case of the Management that the workman had admitted the guilt before the 
Enquiry Officer and that evidence was admitted inspite of such admission 
and the findings rendered are correct and proper. The dismissal , 
according to the Management, is proportionate to the gravity of the offence 
and therefore there are no reason to interfere with the punishment in any 
manner . 

3. In the rejoinder the Union denies the Management s claim that there 
was an admission of guilt from the worker. It is also said that there 
was no proper and valid domestic enquiry . Reinstatement with all benefits 
is claimed . 

4. The validity of the domestic enquiry was proposed to be tried as a 
preliminary issue . The case came up for thatmatter at my Munnar Camp 
on 25-9-1932. 

The Union and its counsel were absent when the case was 
taken up. 

So the Union was declared ex- parte and the case proceeded in 
its absence. The Enquiry Officer was examined by the Management as 
MWIand Exts. MI and M2 were proved through him . 


5. What is to be seen at this stage is as to whether there was a proper 
and valid domestic Tenquiry." The attack against the domestic enquiry as 
could be seen from the rejoinder is that it was held in violation of principles 
ofnatural justice . The only specific instance of violation of these principles 
stated it that the workman was not given sufficient opportunity to cross 
examine the Management s winesses. There is also a contention that there 
was no admission of guilt . Ext. Mi is the file containing the original 
records connected with the domestic enquiry . That is recorded in Tamil by 
MWI. MWI claims that he is well versed in Tamil. Ext. M 2 , another 
file , contains transliteration in Malayalam script of the Tamil documents 
in Ext. Mi. Exts. MI and M2 show that the workman had admitted the 
charge when it was read and explained to him . MWI states that the 
admission was recorded by the workman in his own handwriting. The 
unchallenged version of MWI can be accepted to say that a voluntary 
admission was made and recorded by the workman . But the admission has 
no serious significance since evidence was recorded elaborately . Several 
witnesses were examined for the Management and they have all given 
evidence in support of the charges. The objection of the Union is that the 
warkman was not given sufficient opportunity to cross - examine the 
witnesses . The records show that the witnesses were offered for cross 
examination and that the workman did not avail of the opportunity to 
cross- examine some of the witnesses. He had 

put some questions to the 
others . The workman who had admitted guilt on the earlier occasion would 
not naturally have thought of cross-examining the witnesses in further detail . 
So the complaint that no opportunity was given cross- examine the 
witnesses is baseless. No other instances of violation of principles of natural 
justice are pointed out in the pleadings. The records reveal that the 
workman was given all opportunities to attempt to establish his innocence . 
So the enquiry was properly held in accordance with the principles of 
.natural justice . 

6. There is no case for the Union that the findings are pervers. The 
• evidence available at the enquiry indicates that the charge 

was well 
established . So the findings of the Enquiry Officer are reasonable on the 
face of the available evidence. These findings are only to be confirmed and 
I do so . " 

III . The only question remaining for consideration is as to whether the 
workman is entitled to any reliefs in the matter of punishment. This is 2 
case where even the Union has abandoned the case. The workman also is 
not interested in prosecuting it. The misconduct proved is sufficiently 
grave enough to have a serious view in the matter of punishment. No 
extenuating circumstances are made out to give any relief to the workman 
by reducing the punishment. So the dismissal is sustainable . 

IV . In the result an award is passed confirming the dismissal of the 
worker Shri Palanivel. 
Ernakulam , 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
5-10-1982. 

Presiding Oficer 


to 
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Appendix 
Witness examined on the Management s side : 

MW1 Shri Theodore Edward . 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side : 
Ext . MI. The file containing the original records of the domestic 

enquiry . 
M2. The file containing transliteration in Malayalam script of 

the Tamil documents in Ext. Mi. 
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NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 1274 /82/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 24th November 1982 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between The General Manager, Instrumentation Limited , Palghat, and 
their workmen K. N. S. Pillai, Manzur Manzil, Nehru Colony 
Kalmandapam , Palghat- 13 . received by Government on 19-11-1982 
is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 


By order of the Governor , 

K. SIVADASAN , 
Deputy Secretary to Government. 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
( Friday , the 12th day of November , Nineteen hundred 

and eighty two .) 

Present: 
SHRI K. P. DEVADAS, B.A., B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 29/79 

Between 
K. N. S. Pillai, Manzur Manzil , Nehru Colony , Kalmandapam , 

Palghat- 13 (Complainant) 

And 
The General Manager, Instrumentation Ltd., Palghat, (Opposite 
party) 
GA 215 /V . 


2 


AWARD 
The present complaint under Sec . 33 A of the Industrial L isputes Act 
by the above complainant challenges the action of the management in 
dismissing him from the service. The complainant contends that the 
management has contravened Sec. 33 of the IndustrialDisputes Act and 
further he being a protected workman under the Industrial Disputes Act, 
the management ought to have taken permission before proceeding against 
him , and since it was not done the orders of the management has to be 
treated as null and void . 

Pursuant to summons the opposite party appeared and filed their 
statement. The Opposite party submits that the complainant was dismissed 
after due enquiry after following the principle of natural justice and the 
law concerned . They pray to upheld their action . 

Both parties filed documents and when who case was taken up on 
30-9-1982 neither the counsel nor the complainant was present . 

This 
application is , therefore dismissed , for want of prosecution . 
Ordered accordingly . 

K. P. DEVADAS , 
Industrial Tribunal Calicut. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1236 /82 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 10th November 1982. 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal Calicut in respect of the 
dispute between the Managing Director, Kerala State Ware Housing 
Corporation , P. N. No. 1727, Ernakulam -682016 and their workmen 
represented by the General Secretary, Kerala State Ware Housing 
Corporation Employees Association , Regd . No. 122/66 , Ernakulam , Clo . 
State Warehouse , Taliparamba 670141 , Cannanore District received by 
Government on 29-10-1982 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 


By order of the Governor, 

K. SIVADASAN, 
Deputy Secretary to Governmont. 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
( Tuesday, the 19th day of October, Nineteen hundred 

and eighty two) 

Present : 
Shri K. P. DEVADAS , B.A., B.L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 11/82 

Between 
The Managing Director, Kerala State Ware Housing Corporation 
P. N , No. 1727, Ernakulam -682016 

And 
t he General Secretary, Kerala State Warehousing Corporation 
Employees Association , Regd. No. 122/66 , Ernakulam , C /o Stafe 

Warehouse , Taliparamba, 670141, Cannanore District. 
G.A , 204 /V . 
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AWARD 
This dispute relates to the issue of “ Punishment of debarring increment 
for I year with cumulative effect and treating that period from 29-9-1980 
to 5-10-1980 as diesnon , imposed on Sri K. Kesavan, Class IV employee 
( Peon ) of State Ware House, Kozhinjampara is justifiable or not” 
referred by Government of Kerala as per Order No. G. O. Rt. 473/82 /LBR 
dated 29-4-1982. 

Pursuant to notice both parties appeared and the union prayed for time 
to file counter statement. On a further date the union absented and a 
registered notice was issued. Despite registered notice the union remained 
absent, and they are therefore declared exparte. In these circumstances I 
find that the Union is not interested in the issue referred and the reference 
is answered accordingly . 


K. P. DEVADAS, 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut . 
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PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1303/82/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 1st December 1982 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the disputes 
between ( 1) The Management of Kerala Ceramics and Tiles, Feroke; (2 ) 
The President, Calicut Tile Manufacturers Association , Puthiyara , Calicut-4 
and their workmen represented by 1. The Secretary, Tile Workers Union 
( CITU ), Feroke; ( 2 ) The Secretary , Tile & Ceramics Workers Union , 
Feroke; and (3) The Secretary, Tile Employees Union (INTUC), Feroke, 
received by Government on 24-11-1982 {is hereby published under section 
17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947.) 


By order of the Governor, 

K. SIVADABAN , 
Deputy Secretary to Government. 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
(Saturday , the 20th day of November, Nineteen hundred and 

eighty -two) 

Present: 
SHRI K. P. DEVADAS, B.A., B. L. , 

Industrial Tribunal Calicut 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 18/82 

Between 
1 The management of Kerala Ceramics & Tiles, Feroke; 
2. The President, Calicut Tile Manufacturers Association , 
Puthiyara , Calicut-4 

And 
1. The Secretary , Tile Workers Union (CITU ) , Feroke: 
2 . The Secretary, Tile & Ceramics Workers Union , Feroke; and 
3. The Secretary , Tile Employees Union (INTUC ), Feroke . 
GA. 216 /V . 


2 


AWARD 


This is an industrial dispute referred to this Tribunal, for adjudication 
by Government of Kerala by Order G. O. Rt. No. 530 /82/LBR , dated 
13-5-1982. The only issue referred is the following : 

Bonus to workmen for the year ended 31-3-1982 . 
Pursuant to notice the parties appeared and the case stood posted 
for filing statement of the parties. In the meantime it was submitted that 
the matter has been settled out of court and the counsels for the parties 
have made such an endorsement on the reference order . Hence I find that 
there is no dispute subsisting between the parties to be adjudicated . 
Ordered accordingly . 


K. P. DEVADAS, 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 130 * 182/LBR . Dated, Trivandrum , 1st December 1982 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between 1. The management of Bharat Tile Works, Cheruvannur, Feroke , 
2. The President, Calicut Tile Manufacturers Association , Puthiyara 
Calicut- 4 and their workmen represented by 1. The Secretary, Tile 
Workers Union (CITU ), Feroke, and 2. The Secretary, Tile Employees 
Union ( INTUC), Feroke received by Government on 24-11-1982 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central 
Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor, 

K. SIVADASAN , 
Deputy Secretary to Government. 


Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
Saturday , the 20th day of November, Nineteen hundred and 

eighty -two) 

Present 
SHRI K. P. DEVADAS , B. A., B. L., 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 21/82 

Between 
1. TheManagement of Bharat Tile Works, Cheruvannur, Feroke , 

2. The President, Calicut Tile ufacturers 
Association , Puthiyara, Calicut-4 . 

And 
1. The Secretary, Tile Workers Union (CITU ), Feroke, and 
2. The Secretary , Tile Employees Union (INTUC), Feroke, 
GA. 220 /B . 


2 


AWARD 


This is an industrial dispute referred to this Tribunal for adjudication 
by Government of Kerala by Order No. G. O. Rt. 533/82 /LBR dated 
13-5-1982. The issue ieferied is the following : 

Bonus for the year ended 31-3-1982. 

Pursuant to notice parties entered appearance and in the course of time 
they submitted that the matter has been settled out of court and the counsels 
for ihe parties made an er.dorsement to that effect on the reference order . 
Hence I find that there is no dispute subsisting between the parties to be 
adjudicated . 

Ordered accordingly . 


K. P. DEVADAS, 
Industrial Tribunal. 


Calicut. 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
KERALA BUILDINGS (LEASE AND RENT CONTROL) Act, 1965 
ENFORCEMENT IN VANIYANKULAM PANCHAYAT 

ORDERS ISSUED 


PUBLIC WORKS (E ) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. (MS) 187 /82 / PW . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 15th December 1982 . 


NOTIFICATIONS 

(i) 
S. R. O.No. 33 /83. - Whereas the Vaniyankulam Panchayat has in its 
resolution No. 8 dated the 17th November , 1979 requested that the 
provisions of the Kerala Buildings ( Lease and Rent Control) Act, 1965 (2 of 
1965 (, shall be applied to that Panchayat area ; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by subsection (3 ) of 
section 1 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) Act, 1965 (2 of 
1965 ), the Government of Kerala hereby apply all the provisions of the 
said Act to the Vaniyankulam Panchayat area in the Palghat District with 
effect from the date of publication of this notification in the 
Gazette. 


S. R. O. No. 34 /83. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1) of section 3 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 (2 of 1965), the Government of Kerala hereby appoint the 
Munsiff, having jurisdiction over the Vaniyankulam Panchayat area in 
the Palghat District , to be the Rent Control Court for the said 

area , 
with effect from the date of publication of this notification in the 
Gazette 

( ii) 
S. R. O.No. 3 : /83.-In exercise of the powers conferred by subsetion 
( 2 ) of section 3 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease and Rent Control) Act, 1965 
(2 of 1965), the Government of Kerala hereby appoint the Tahsildar, 
having jurisdiction over the Vaniyankulam Panchayat area in the Palghat 
District, to be the Accommodation Controller for the said area , with 
effect from the date of publication of this notification in the Gazette . 


2 


(iv) 
S.R.O.No. 36 /83. — In exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(a ) of subsection (1) of section 18 of the Kerala Buildings (Lease 
and Rent Control) Act, 1965 (2 of 1965), the Government of Kerala 
hereby conſer on the Subordinate Judge or the Principal Subordinate Judget 
as the case may be having jurisdiction over the Vaniyankulam Panchaya , 
area in the Palgha District, the powers of the Appellate Authority for 
the purposes of the said Act in the said area with effect from the date of 
publication of this notification in the Gazette . 

By order of theGovernor , 

C. K. K. PANICKER , 

Special Secretary to Government . 

Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the above notifications, but is intendec 
to indicate their general purport ). 

The Vaniyankulam Panchayat in the Palghat District has in its 
resolution No. dated the 17th November 1979 requested Government 
to extend the provisions of the Kerala Buildings ( Lease and Rent Control) 
Act, 1965 (2 of 1965 ) to its a ea . Under section 1 (3 ) of the said 
Act, Government extend the provisions of the Act to any area 
ofthe State by a notification in the Gazette, provided that such notification 
shall be supported by a resolution passed by the local authority of the 
area affected by the notification . The above notifications are to achieve 
the above purpose and issued on the request of the Panchayat 
concerned . 


can 
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Sectior iy 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Local Administration and Social Welfare (G ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Ms. ) Ne. 192 /82 /LA & SWD . Dated, Trivandrum , 9th November 1982. 

S.R.O.No. 37 /83. - In exercise of the powers conferred by subsection 
( 1) of section 53 of the Town Planning Act, 1108 (IV of 1103) , read 
with section 53F thereof, and subsection ( 1) of section 54 of the Madras 
Town Planning Act, 1920 (Madras Act VII of 1920 ) , read with section 
54F thereof, the Government of Kerala hereby make the followirg 
Rul s further to amend the Greater Cochin Development Authority 
rules, 1977 , issued in G. 0. Ms. 61/77/LA & SWD dated the 25th 
February, 1977, and published as S. R. O. No. 185/77 in the Kerala 
Gazette Extraordinary No. 128 dated the 25th , February, 1977 , the same 
having been previously published as required under section 42 of the 
Town Planning Act, 110g (IV of 1108 ) and section 44A of the Madras 
Town Planning Act, 1920 (Madras Act VII of 1920 ). 

RULES 
1. Skort title and commencement:-(1) These rules may be called the 
Greater Cochin Development Authority (Amendment) Rules, 1982 . 

(2 ) They shall come into force at once . 

2 . Amendment of Rules : - In the Greater Cochin Development Autho- . 
rity Rules, 1977. 

( i) in iule 32 , for the first paragraph , the following shall be 
substituted , namely: 

" Save as otherwise provided in these rules, the provisions of Parts I 
and II of the Kerala Service Rules, the Kerala State and Subordinate 
Service Rules, 1958 , the Kerala Civil Services (Classification , Control 
and Appeal) Rules, 1960, the Kerala Government Servants Conduct 
Rules, 1960 and the Kerala Government Servants Application for Posts 
( Private employment and Government Service) Rules, 1958 shall aprly 
mutatis mutandis to the employees of the authority ." ; 

(ii ) in rule 44 , after sub -rule ( 1), the following sub -rule shall be 
inserted namely : 

“ (IA ) The Executive Engineer of the Authority shall have a per 
manent advance of five hundred Rupees to meet petty expenses. An 
imprest register in the prescribed form shall be maintained to nore the 
transactions relating to t e amount." ; 

632 
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( iii ) to rule 50, the following proviso shall be added , namely : 

Provided that in the case of any work, the total cost of which 
does not exceed twenty thousand rupees, the Chief Engineer of the 
Authority may , if he is satisfied that the said work is to be executed 
immediately, and that the delay caused by the execution of the same 
after inviting tenders is detrimental to the interest of the Authority , 
waive invitation of tender and entrust the work on direct negotiation 
with one contractor or two or more contractors." ; 

(iv ) in rule 54, after the existing proviso the following further 
proviso shall be added , namely : 

“ Provided further that in the case of any purchase of stores, or 
articles, the total price of which does not exceed five thousand rupees, 
the Chief Engineer of the Authority may , if he is satisfied that the 
said purchase is to be made immediately and that the delay caused 
by the purchase of the same after inviting quotations is detrimental 
to the interests of the Authority, waive invitation of quotations and 
make the purchase on direct negotiation with one supplier or two or 
more suppliers on condition that the Chief Engineer should explain in 
the order sanctioning the purchase, the reasons for making the purchase 
without inviting quotations. 

By order of the Governor, 

M.S.K RAMASWAMY, 

Special Secretary to Government 

Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport.) 

Government have proposed tɔ make certain amendment to rules 
32, 34 , 50 and 54 of the Greater Cochin Development Authority rules 1977. 
This Notification is intended to achieve the above purpose . 


Reg No. KLIT V (N )/12 


Government of Kerala 

1983 
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NOTICE 
UNDER SECTION 9 (5 ) CF THE KERALA LAND 

ACQUISITION Act, 1961 (Act 21 OF 1962) 
LA2-572182 . 

6th January 1983 . 
the lands mentioned in the list below , which are requiret for a public 

Notice is hereby given that the Government intend to take possession of 
purpose under the Kerala Land Accrisiti on Act , 1961 (Act 21 of 1962 ). 
All persons interested in the lands are required to wp -ar in p.rson or 
by authorised agenton the date, time and place noted below and to state / 
put in a statement in writing signed by themselves or their agents showing 
the nature of their respective interests in the lands and the amount and 
particulars of their claim to compensation for such interests in the lands and 
thcis ojections, if any to the measurements made under section 8 of the Act. 
Note :- If the persons interested refuse to make a claim to compensa 

tion or omit without sufficient reasons , to make such claim , 
the amount to be awarded by the Court, in the event of a 
reference being made to it on application made by them shall 
in no case exceed the amount awarded by the Collector under 
section 11 of the Act. 
കൊടുത്തിരിക്കുന്ന ലിസ്ററിൽ 

പറഞ്ഞിട്ടു ളളതും, 

1961- es 
Gate meinas28 /" med " 00 " (1962-64 21-0. A 009 000. 60 % 

പൊതുകാര്യ ആഞിന് ആവശ്യമായിട്ടുളളതുമായ ഭൂമി കൈവശപ്പെടുത്തു വാൻ 
ഗവൺമെൻറുദ° ദേശിക്കുന്നുവെന്ന് ഇതിനാൽ നോട്ടീസ് നൽകിയിരിക്കുന്നു. 

33/133/S 


താ 


ഏജൻറ 


ഭൂമിയി ൽ 


മന 


പ്രസ്തുതഭൂമിയിൽ അവകാശബന്ധമുളള എല്ലാപേരും നേരിട്ടും അധികൃത 
മൂലമോതാഴെ പറയുന്ന തീയതിയിലും സമയ ത്തും 

സ്ഥലത്തും 
ഹാജരാകുക യും 

അ വരോരോരുത്തർക്കുമുള്ള അവകാശബന്ധ 
ങ്ങളുടെ സ്വഭാവവു മിയിൽ അങ്ങനെയുളള അവകാശബന്ധം സംബ 
ന ° ധിച്ചിടത്തോളം നഷ്ട്രപതിഹലത്തിന് അവർക്കുളം തർച്ചയുടെതുകയും 
വിവരങ്ങളും ആക്ററ് 8 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം എടുത്തിട്ടുള്ള അ വ സംബ 
ന്ധിച്ച് വല നക്ഷപവുമു ക ൽ അതും ഏതാണെന്നു കാണിച്ച കാണ 
(പസ്താവന ചെയ്യുകയും അവരോ അവരുടെ മുജൻറുമാരാ എഴുതി ഒപ്പിട്ട 
ഒ രു സ്റേറററുമെൻറ് സമർപ്പിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യണമെന്ന് അവരോട് ആവശ്യപ്പെ 
ര്യന്നു . 
കുറിപ്പ്: അവകാശ ബന്ധ a ളളവർ നഷ്ടപതിഫലത്തിന തർച്ച 

ചെയ്യാൻ കൂട്ടാക്കാത ര ക്കുകയ), മതി യായ കാരണമില്ലാതെ 
അങ്ങനെ തേർച്ച് ചെയ്യാൻ വീഴ്ച ചെയ്യ) കായാ ചെയ്യ്യ ന പക്ഷം 
അവരുടെ അ g , ക് യിൻമേൽ കോടതിക്ക് റഫറൻസ 
യ്ക്കുന്ന സംഗതിയ ൽ കോടതി വിധിച്ചു കൊടുംക്കണ തക 
യാതൊരു സം : തി യിലും ആക്ററ് 11 -ാം വ ം - ( പകാരം 
കളക്ററർ വിധിച്ചുകൊടുക്കുന്നതുകയിൽ കവിയാൻ പാടില്ലാത്ത 

താകുന്നു . 
Date, time and place of appearance - On 18-1-1983 at 11 a . m . before 
the Sp.cial Tahildar , L.A., N.H III ., Kuvalam . 

PARTICULARS CF LANDS 

ജില്ല തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 
താലൂക്ക്- തിരുവനന്തപുരം 

വില്ലേജ - തിരുവല്ലം, 
SI , No. . L. A , C Ao . Sy . No. Description 

Exteni 

II . a . Sq. മ . 
323/82 359 4 പുരയിടം 

03 34 
3 • 182 359/2 

03 94 
35 82 71 10 2 

01 83 
4 3 6/82 6357 1 ഭാഗീകമായി 

01 52 
63, 57/2 പുരയിടം 

14 ] 


eus:h 


1 ) 


03 
05 


5 


327/82 


63177/2 


64 
61 


6 


38,82 


71/12 


നിലം ന കഴ° ത്തു 

പുരയിടം 
ഭാഗീകമ യി 

നിലം 
പുരയിടം 


12 


14 


1 


1 
8 
9 
19 
11 
12 
13 


1 


329/82 
33 ) 32 
331/82 
33 :182 
33 /32 
33482 
3 5/8 
336/82 
337/82 


39 21/4 
39/2015 
30/18 2 
39 12 2 
39 14 2 
3 13/2 
3 ) 13/4 
39/13/6 
39/13/8 


( 2 
02 
0 ) 
01 
08 
01 
00 
01 
03 


53 
2 
30) 
05 
70 
40 
65 
05 
20 


1 ) 


I 


0 


15 


3 


Description 


S. He, L. A , G. No. 


s . No, 


H. 


പുരയിടം 


16 
17 
18 
19 


338/82 
339/82 
340/82 
341/82 


39/13/i 

41/2/3 

41] [4 
42/ 2j2 :1 

2-2 


Extent 
a , S . 
01 9 
02 06 
00 20 
02 43 
00 30 


നിലം നികത്തു 
പുരയിടം 


പുരയിടം 


20 
21 
2 
23 


342/82 
343/82 
34/82 
345/82 


41/1/2 
41/114 
40 13A 
40/12/2 


02 
06 
18 
0 ) 


73 
78 
51 
64 


നിലം 
നിലം നികത്ത 
പുരയിടം 
പുരയിടം 
നിലം നികഴആ 
പുരയിടം 


10 
01 


15 
ol 


2 ! 
25 


346/82 
347/82 


41/6/2 
40/11/2 


26 
21 
28 
2 ) 


48/82 
349 82 
350 82 
351/82 


40/8/2 
40/9/2 
40/10/2 

6/1 


09 
02 
06 
06 


48 
22 
79 
37 


നില . 

നിലം, 
നിലം നികത്തു 
പുരയിടം 

Total 


13 


35 


1 


43 


49 
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their agents 


NOTICE 
UNDER SECTION 9 (5 ) OF THE KERALA LAND 

ACQUISITION Act , 1961 (Act 21 OF 1962) 
LA2-572 / 82. 

6th January 1989. 
Notice is hereby given that the Government intend to take 
possession of the lands ment oned in the list below , which are required for 
a public purpose under the Kerala Land Acquisition Act, 1961 (Act 21 of 
1962 ). All persons interested in the lands are required to appear in person 
or by authorised agent on the date, time and place noted below and to 
state put in a statement in writing signed by themselves or 
shoning the nature of their respective interests in the lands and the 
amount and particulars of their claim to compensation 

for such 
interests in the lands and their objections, if any, to the measurements 
made under section 8 of the Act. 
Note : If the persons interested refuse to make a claim to compensation or 

omit without sufficient reasons, to make such claim , the amount to 
be awarded by the court, in the event of a reference being 
made to it on application made by them shall in no case exceed 

the amount awarded by the Collector under section 11 of the Act. 
താഴെ കൊടുത്തിരിക്കുന്ന ലിസററിൽ nosoro 151890., 1961-oes 
O 03 mºmejoos8340 Booºooº ( 1952-oel 21-6 . Ban0 °) ( n18000 BO ] 

പാതക്കാര്യ ത്തിന് ആവശ്യമായിട്ടുളളതുമായ ഭൂമി കൈവശപ്പെടുത്തുവാൻ 
umdoonoº 20 °ascolonjmonumoammorod emoşimuo moslo101anzmy. 
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പ്രസ്തുത ഭൂമിയിൽ അവകാശബന്ധമുളള എല്ലാപേരും നേരിട്ടോ, അധികത 

സമയത്തും സ്ഥലത്തും 
ഏജൻറുമൂലമോ താഴെ പറയുന്ന തീയതിയിലും 

അവകാശബന്ധ 
ഹാജരാകുകയും, ഭൂമിയിൽ അവരോരോരുത്തർക്കുമുളള 

ളുടെ സ്വഭാവവും ആമിയിൽ അങ്ങനെയുളള അവകാശബന്ധങ്ങൾ സംബ 
ന്ധിച്ചിടത്തോളം നഷട്രപതിഫലത്തിന് അവർക്കുളള തേർച്ചയുടെ തുകയും 
വിവരങ്ങളും ആക്ററ് 8 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം എടുത്തിട്ടുളള അളവു സംബ 
ന്ധിച്ച് വല്ല ആക്ഷേപവുമുണകിൽ അതും ഏതാണെന്ന് കാണിച്ചുകൊണ്ട് 
( പസ്താവന ചെയ്യുകയും, അവരോ അവ ടെ 

ഏജൻറുമാരോ എഴുതി 

അവരോട 
ഒപ്പിട്ട ഒരു സ്റേറാറുമെൻറ് സമർപ്പിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യണമെന്ന് 
ആവശ്യ പ്പെടുന്നു . 
കുറിപ്പ്: -അവകാശബന്ധമുളളവർ ന ഷ ര ട പ തി ഫലത്തിന 

തർച്ച 
ചെയ്യാൻ കൂട്ടാക്കാതിരിക്കുകയോ, മതിയായ കാരണമില്ലാതെ 
അങ്ങനെ തേർച്ചചെയ്യാൻ വീഴ്ച ചെയ്യുകയോ ചെയ്യുന്നപക്ഷം 
അവരുടെഅപേക്ഷയിൻമേൽ കോടതിക്ക് റഫറൻസ് അയക്കുന്ന 
സംഗതിയിൽ കോടതി വിധിച്ചുകൊടുക്കേണ്ടതുക യാതൊരു സംഗ 
തിയിലും ആക്ററ് 11 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കളക്ററർ വിധിച്ചു 

കൊടുക്കുന്ന തുകയിൽ കവിയാൻ പാടില്ലാത്തതാകുന്നു . 
Date, time and place of appearance - On 17-1-1983 at ll a . m 

befora 
the Special Tahsildar, L. A. (N. H.), Kovalam . 

PARTICULARS OF LANDS 

District- Trivandrum, 
Taluk - Trivandrum . 

Village - Tiruvallam . 
Sl. No. L , A.C . 

Sy. No. 

Description 
No. 

H. Are Sq.m. 
296,82 7119-2 

0 60 
119-3 നിലം നികത്തു 

0 12 
പുരയിടം 

03 00 


- 


71| 1| 


03 


72 


4 
5 
6 


297/82 
298/82 
299/8 
30. 182 
301/82 


3t| 33-2 
31/31-4 
34|3 1-3 
34,36-2 
39| 46-2 


പുരയിടം 

do . 
do . 

d 1 , 
ഭാഗികമായി 
പുരയിടം 
നിലം 
d , 
do . 


0 
01 
0 

0 
15 


02 
50 
25 
54 
18 


1 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 


la . 


302/82 
303j82 
304/02 
305/2 
30682 
80782 
30882 
809,82 


34| 45 - B 
34,45 - A2 
3 144-2 
31|43-6 
31/ 43-4 
3h|43-2 
31 / 49-2 
31 /50-2 


du . 


07 
03 
01 
02 
06 
03 
07 
02 


05 
03 
6ാ 
75 
00 
20 
( 8 
86 


do . 


do . 
do . 


Sl. No. 


Sy. No. 


Description 


mle . 


L.A.C. 

No. 
310 /A2 
3 182 
312/82 
313/82 
314,82 


13 
16 
17 
18 
19 


do . 


34/55 2 
34 /56-2 
31/57-2 
94 / 8-2 
31/61-4 
31/59-2 


Extens 
H. Are Sq.m. 

03 12 
07 85 
03 06 
06 10 
13 70 
01 87 


do . 
do . 


) 


do . 


15 


57 


20 
21 
22 
23 
24 


315/82 
316/82 
317/82 
31 1/82 
319,82 


34 /61-2 
34 60-2 
35 /7-2 
33 /7-4 
35/23 
35/24 


do . 

do . 
jools . 
mes. 


09 
02 

0 
10 
0 
0 


01 
31 
34 
54 
33 
15 


] 


പുരയിടം 


0 


48 


25 
26 
27 


320/82 
321782 
322762 


35 8-2 
35/6-2 
35 /9-5 


do . 
do . 
do . 


07 
03 
03 


70 
30 
64 


1 


37 


79 


(Sd.) 
Special Tahsildar, L. 4 . 

( N. H.) No. III. 


Kovalam . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Public Works Department 

WITHDRAWAL NOTIFICATION 
No. 37260 /D1/82/PW . 

Dated , Trivandrum 7th January 1983 . 
S. R. O. No. 39/83. – Under Sub Section ( 1) of Section 52 of Kerala 
Land Acquisition Act, 1961 (21 of 1962) the Government of Kerala hereby 
withdraw from the acquisition of the land mentioned in the Schedule here 
to annexed in respect of which land acquisition proceedings were initiated 
by the issue of Notification No. 43712 /D1/79 /PW dated the 30th November 
1979 under Sub Section (1 ) of Section 3 thereof published at pages 1 and 2 
of the Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 864 dated the 3rd December 1979 
and the Declaration No. 19938 /D1/80 /PWD dated the 7th May 1980 under 
section 6 thereof published at pages 1 and 2 of the Kerala Gazette Extra 
ordinary No. 325 dated the 12th May 1980 . 

SCHEDULE 
District — Palghat . 

Taluk - Alathur . 
Village - Mangalam . 
Survey Number - 283D / 19 . 
Description - U.D . 
Extent in Hectare - 0.0110 . 
33 / 131 /V . 


2 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not from part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

The Executive Engineer, P. W. D., N. H. ( Roads ) Division , Palghat 
after inspection of the land going to be acquired has issued a revised site 
plan showing the land to be acquired according to which R. S. No. 283D /19 
has to be excluded and withdrawn. The withdrawal notification is published 
to achieve the said purpose. 

എസ്. ആർ. ഒ. നമ്പർ 39/83. - 1961- ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആക്റ് 
(1962- ലെ 21) 52 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1) -ം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കേരള സർക്കാർ 
ഇതോടൊന്നിച്ച് ചേർത്ത പട്ടികയിൽ പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളളതും 1979 ഡിസംബർ 
3 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ 864-ാം നമ്പർ കേരള അസാധാരണ ഗസററിൽ 1 - ഉം 2 - ഉം 
പേജുകളിൽ പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയ 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ്(1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരമുളള 
1979 നവംബർ 30 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ 43712/ ഡി 1/ 79/ പി , ഡബ്ല . എന്ന നമ്പർ 
വിജ്ഞാപനം പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചുകൊണ്ടും 1980 മേയം 12-ാം തീയതിയിലെ 
325 -ാം നമ്പർ കേരള അസാധാരണ ഗസററിൽ 1 - ഉം 2 - ഉം പേജുകളിൽ ( പസ്തുത 
ആക്ററ് 6 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം ഉളള 1980 മേയ് 7 -ാം തീയതിലെ 19938/ 
ഡി180/ പി . ഡബ്ല്. ഡി . എന്ന നമ്പരിൽ സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് നടപടികൾ 
ആരംഭിച്ചിട്ടുളളതുമായ സ്ഥലം വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നും ഇതിനാൽ 
പിൻവാങ്ങുന്നു . 

പട്ടിക 
ജില്ല - പാലക്കാട്. 

താലുക്ക്_ആലത്തുർ 
വില്ലേജ° -മംഗലം 
സർവ്വേ നമ്പർ -283 ഡി /19 
വിവരണം- യു . ഡി . 
വീസ്തീർണ്ണം -0.01 10 ഹെക്ററർ 

വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
( ഇത് വിജ ° ഞാപനത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമല്ല . 

എന്നാൽ 

പൊതു 

ഉദ്ദേശം 
സൂചിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനുള° ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുളളതാണ്.) 

പാലക്കാട് പി.ഡബ്ലു . ഡി . എൻ. എച്ച്. ( റോഡ " സ്) ഡിവിഷൻ 
എക്സിക്യൂട്ടീവ് എൻജിനീയർ 

എടുക്കേണ്ടുന്ന സ്ഥലം പരിശോധിച്ച 
തിനുശേഷം ഒരു പരിഷ്കരിച്ച സെററ് പാൻ നൽകുകയുണ്ടായി . അതനു 
സരിച്ച് ആർ.എസ്. നമ്പർ 2830/19 ഒഴിവാക്കേണ്ടതും പിൻവലിക്കേണ്ടതു 
മാണ്. പ്രസ്തുത ആവശ്യം നിറവേററാൻ വേണ്ടിയാണ് ഈ പിൻവാങ്ങൽ 
വിജ്ഞാപനം, 


By order of the Governor, 
P. R. NEELAKANTAN NAMBOODIRI , 

Joint Secretary to Government. 
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NOTIFICATION 
UNDER SECTION 13 OF KERALA SURVEY AND BOUNDARIES Act, 1961 


No. B2. 9/80 . 

6th January 1983. 
1 It is hereby notified under section 13 of the Kerala Survey and 
Boundaries Act, 1961 (Act 37 of 1961) that the survey of the undermentioned 
areas is now complete . 

2 . Unless the survey hereby notificd ismodified by a decree of a Civil 
Court under the provisions of section 14 of the said Act, the records of the 
survey shall be conclusive proof that the boundaries determined and recorded 
therein have been correctly determined and recorded . 


. 


PARTICULARS OF THE AREA 
Taluk --Trichur . 

Village - Chiyyaram . 
Sy . Nos completed - 497 /3, 497/4, 

-497/5, 497/6 , 

498/2 , 
499/2 . 

(Sd .) 

Special Tahsildar, (LA) Railways and 
Trichur . 

Land Acquisition Officer. 
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